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LETTER FIRST. 


je Archdeacon of St. Alban's declines a regular con- 
troverſy with Dr. Prieſtley— Produces new inſtances 
of Dr. Prieſtley's inaccuracies and miſrepreſenta- 
Hons, | | 


DEAR S1 R; © 
HEN at the requeſt of the clergy of my 

archdeaconry, I publiſhed the diſcourſe; 
1h which I had given'them my thoughts 
your late attack on the doctrine of the Trinity; 
was not at all my intention to open a regular 
dntroverſy with you upon the ſubject. I cannot 
ink, that you have redde my publication with ſo 
tle diſcernment, as not to perceive in it a deſign 
quite another kind; which yet, I fear, I ſhall 
nd it difficult to avow in explicit terms, without 
WE: ving an offence, which, were it poſſible, I would 
void. But fince you challenge me to a conteſt, 
a which it is my reſolution never to engage; not 


om any diſtruſt of my own cauſe, nor from any 
read of the abilities by which I ſhould be oppo- 
; but from a perſuaſion that a controverſy in 
hich ſo little new is to be ſaid on either fide, 
ould not terminate in the ſatisfaction of either 
ey; it 1s neceſſary that both yourſelf and the 
lic ſhould be made to underſtand, upon what 
I A grounds 


A -* 
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LETTERS IN REPLY 
grounds I conceive myſelf at liberty to decline a 
diſcuſſion to which you ſeem to think me pledged; 
and for this purpoſe, I muſt declare in very plain 
language, what I would rather have left you to 
collect: That my original attack upon your Hiſtory 
was ſuch, as to lay me under no obligation to pro- 


ſecute the argument. My attack was not ſo much 


upon the opinions which you maintain, however I 


may hold them in abhorrence, as upon the credit of 


your Narrative: and if I have ſucceeded in over- 
throwing that, which the judgment of the learned 
muſt. decide, I am not at all obliged to go into 
new arguments upon the main 8 The ob- 


jections, which were brought againſt you in my 


charge, all went to the proof of this ſingle propo- 
ſition. That on which ever ſide the truth may lie 


mm the trinitarian controverſy—l have no doubt on 


which 1t lies, but the footing, upon which I put 
the diſpute-with you, leaves me at liberty to ſups 
poſe the matter doubrfuil ; with whatever meta- 
phyſical - difficulties; the catholic doctrine may be 
encumbered—thoſe difficulties, when the doctrine 
is nightly apprehended, are in my judgment not 
great, but I will allow you to ſay they are inſu- 
perable: whatever ambiguity may be pretended in 
the expreſſions of Holy Writ, in which the divinity 
of the Son is generally ſuppoſed to be aſſerted in 
the greater part of the texts I perceive no ambi- 
guity, but you may aſſume, if you pleaſe, that not 
one of them renders a certain meaning; whatever 
variety and diſagreement is to be found in the or- 
thodoxy of different ages for the three firſt cen- 


turies the opinion of the church upon this point 
was uniform, but I give you leave to ſuppoſe it as 


unſtable as the world of Heraclitus; whatever may 


be the intrinſic difficulty of the doctrine of the 
Trinity, however deficient the proof of it from 


holy writ, and however diſcordant the opinions of 


To DR. PRIESTLEx. 3 


Wiiferent ages, {till Jaffirm, and the proof of this Eur III 


as the whole object of my Charge, that Dr. Fiss r. 


WP ricftley, great as his attainments are confeſſed to 


de in the profane ſciences, is altogether unqualified 
o throw any light upon a queſtion of eccleſiaſtical 
e #4 Amer ot wy otite3" ef 
It the inſtances, which I have alleged, of miſin- 
formation and inaccuracy are only ſecondary over- 
ſights, ſuch as affect not the main argument, and 


are incident to the beſt writers in undertakings of 
ſuch extent as yours; the attempt to depreciate a 


ork of merit, by uncandid cenſure, muſt redound 
o my own diſgrace. But whoever will take the 
rouble to compare your work and mine, will find, 
hat with all the illiberal zeal which you afcribe to 


oe, | was not diſpoſed to cavil about trifles. I fear 


it will be rather found, that I have erred in the 
oppoſite extreme; and leſt I ſhould ſeem too much 
inclined to cenſure, have paſſed over many inaccu- 


racies, which ought to have been pointed out. 


Such, for inſtance, is your inverſiom of the order 


f ſucceſſion of the Roman pontiffs; when you 


ention Victor as the ſueceſſor of the biſhop who = 
came after him *, Such is your aſſertion , that 
in the age of Fertullian it was not pretended “ that 
the ſubject of the Trinity was above human 
comprehenſion;“ when but a few pages back 4 
you had produced a paſſage from Irenæus, in which 
the generation of the Son, which is a part only of 


the ſubject, is mentioned as ſo wonderful a thing, 


as to be underſtood by none © except the Father, 
Who begat, and the Son, who is begotten.“ 
Such is your miſrepreſentation of the opinion of 
Valeſius concerning the cauſe of the loſs of He- 
gelippus's hiſtory, Valeſius you ſay © was of opi- 


* Hiſtory of Corruptions, vol. I. p. 19. 
T Id. P · 61. 1 Id. p. 37. ; 
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LeTTeR 4 nion that the hiſtory of Hegeſippus was neg: * 
Fixsr. « lected and loſt by the ancients, becauſe it wa 


Valeſius hath indeed expreſſed an opinion, that the ih 


„ with great boldneſs, that he neither knew Wi 


thus vindicated the injured character of Noetus, 3 
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« obſerved to favour the unitarian doctrine al 


work. of Hegeſippus was neglected by the ancients, 
on account of errors which it contained. But what 
the errors might be, which might occaſion this neg. 
le&, is a point upon which Valeſius is ſilent. And 
what right have you to ſuppoſe, that the unitarian 
doctrine was the error which Valeſius aſcribed to 
Hegeſippus more than to Clemens Alexandrinus, 
upon whoſe loſt work of the Hypotypoſes he paſſes lh 
the ſame judgment? Such another inaccuracy, to 
uſe no harſher word, is your appeal to the teſti. 
mony of Epiphanius, in favour of Noetus; to 
rom that he was wronged by his adverſaries, when Wi 

e was accuſed of the patripaſſian hereſy. Noetus's il 
confeſſion, according to Epiphanius, was this; 
e that he acknowledged one God, who was be. 
„ gotten, who ſuffered and died.“ . But ſuppreſſing, 
or in your rapid glances having not obſerved, the 
latter part of this acknowledgement, aſſerting the 
ſufferings and death of his one God, you produce il 
Epiphanius as an evidence, that Noetus was ſim. 
« ply an unitarian, declaring upon all occaſion; 


* nor worſhipped any God but one +.* Having 9 
you proceed to inform your readers, how it came 
to paſs, that the unitarians of that age fell under 
the imputation of the patripaſſian error. Such 
another inaccuracy we have in your relation of the 
judgement, which the Roman Dionyſius paſſed upon Wi 
certain injudicious antagoniſts of Sabellius; who, Wil 
to avoid his error, divided the holy Trinity into 


three perſons unrelated to each other and diſtinct in Wi 


n By 
* Hiſt. Corrupt. vol. I. p. 9. ld. P. 74- 1 
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eſpedis. ads reti yore, Eres ονονν raii- LETTER 
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e che words, in which Athanaſius ſtates the opi- 
ion, which Dionyſius cenſures: and the cenſure 
Dionyſius upon this opinion, Athanaſius quotes 
ich approbation: as well indeed he might; for 
Joe opinion of three perſons in the Godhead unre- 
ted to tach other and diſtinct in all reſpects, is rank 


n WT ritheiſm ; becauſe what are unrelated and diſtinct 
0 n all reſpects are, Many in all reſpects; and being 
„any in all reſpects cannot in any reſpect be One. 


at in your tranſlation of the paſſage, by omit- 
Wins the very ſignificant adjeftive- vas, and the 
- cry emphatical adverb railanus;, you leave hardly 
ny difference, between the opinion which Diony- 
os cenſured, and the catholic faith, which Atha- 
; vaſius maintained: and thus you procure your- 
(elf a fine opportunity, of introducing an oblique 
(arcaſtic ſtroke at Athanaſius, for concurring in 
2 cenſure upon his own opinions. Some per- 
<< {ons in oppoſing Sabellius having made three 
—_—_ bypoſtaſes, which we render perſons, ſeparate 
from each other, Dionyſius biſhop of Rome, 
% quoted with approbation by Athanaſius himſelf, 


$ “ ſaid that it was making three Gods *.“ Surely 
ruth, candor and conſiſtency are conſpicuous in 
7 the writings of our modern unitarians, and the 


Archdeacon of St. Alban's is the only writer of 
the age, who deals in ſarcaſms 970 

Theſe and other inaccuracies, which might have 
been remarked without any impeachment of my 
candor, and with advantage to my argument, I 
ſuffered to paſs unnoticed. I chaſe to reſt the 
ſtrength of my attack rather on the importance, 
than the variety, of the matter of complaint. If 
the inſtances of miſtake, which I have alleged, be 


. TY... 


* Hiſt, Corrupt, vol. I, p. 65. 


few 
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Lerrzs few in number, yet if they are ſingly too confl. 
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very language of the writers, from which your 


ject, becauſe in all ene truch 1 19 "no; _ er. 


meridian is an ellipſis, in his enquiry after the 


tion, which J aſſerted, between the rays of curva- 


property from which the ellipſis takes its name. 


LETTERS in REPLY 


derable in ſize, to be incident- to a well-informed Wl 
writers if t a want of that general com. 
prehenſion of your ſubject, Which might enable 
you to draw the true concluſions from the paſſages 
you cite; if they prove you incompetent in the 


proofs ſhould be drawn; unſkilled in the philoſophy, 
whoſe doctrines you pretend to compare with the 
opinions of the church; a few clear inſtances of 
errors of this enormous ſize may releaſe me from 
the taſk, which you would impoſe upon me, of can- 
vaſſing every part of your argument, and of reply- 
ing to every particular quotation. A writer, of 
whom it is once proved that he is ill informed upon 
his ſubject, hath no right to demand a further hear- 
ing. | It is a fair preſumption againſt the truth of 
his concluſion, be it what it may, that it cannot be 
right, but by meer accident. To be right by ac- 
cident will rarely happen to any man in any ſub- 


ror infinite. 
Not long ſince 1 538 e about a new 
opinion concerning the actual figure of the earth. 


I objected, that while the baſis of the author's ar- 
gument was an aſſumption, that the figure of the 
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particular ſpecies of the ellipſis, he had aſſigned 
properties to the curve of the earth's meridian, 
which the known nature of the ellipſis would not 
admit. I was challenged to prove à certain rela- 
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ture in different parts of the curve to prove the 
curvature at the ſecond leſs than at the principal 
vertex—and at laſt I was challenged, to prove the 


= A - . 
8 7 * 1 
2 — 1 _ 
* n 


b 
j 6 2 5 
- e — 


Was I to blame, that 1 broke off the conference 
| that 


10 DR. PRIESTLEY: 


examine another computation? 77 15 
Pardon me, Sir, if plain dealing compels me to 
rofeſs, that I think little leſs reſpectfully of this 
Hhiloſopher's learning in the conics, than of your 
ttainments in eccleſiaſtical hiſtory, I make this 
vowal with the leſs heſitation, becauſe I find my 
opinion in ſome meaſure juſtified by your own 
onfeſſions. You: confeſs, that my late publica- 
jon firſt brought you acquainted with the very 
ame of Daniel Zwicker: that from me you have 
ectived your firſt information of the conceſſions 
f Epiſcopius; and the firſt notice of the coinci- 
lence of your own opinions, concerning the Plato- 
izing fathers of the ſecond century, with thoſe of 
etavius and Huetius: that you had never in your 
ife /ooked through the writings of Biſhop Bull, till 
ay frequent references to them excited your curio- 
ity; as they gave you to underſtand, what before 
you had never known, that the author is in high 
fteem with the clergy of the eſtabliſhment. What 
$ this but to confels, that you are indeed little 
edde in the principal writers, either on your own 
Ide of the queſtion or the oppolite? But as no 
man, I preſume, is born with an intuitive know- 
tedge of the opinions or the facts of paſt ages, the 
hiſtorian of religious corruptions confeſſing him- 
ſelf unredde in the polemical divines, confeſſes ig- 
norance of his ſubject. The opinion therefore 
which I formed, upon a. diligent peruſal of your 
work, is confirmed by your own acknowledge- 
ments; and my victory is already ſo compleat, 
that I might well decline any further conteſt. 
My alarms (if I ever felt alarm) for the Catho- 
lic faith, or for the national eſtabliſhment, as in 
danger from your attacks, muſt now be laid 
allcep; and will be no incentives to any very vigorous 
exertions 
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Lr ri exertions againſt a proſtrate enemy x. But the truth 


FinsT. 


but to the more unwary of her members, who might 


which might ariſe to the unlearned and unſtable, 


ſuch I underſtand to be the conditions of the chal- 


you will exert yourſelf. with proportionable vigour 10 
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is, that I never was alarmed, and it is neceſſary 
that I ſhould ſet you right in that point. When! 
ſpake of your extraordinary attempt to unſettle 
faith, and to break up eſtabliſnments +, I ſpake of 
the end, to which your wiſhes ſeem to be carried, 
not of an event which I thought likely to enſue; 
The utmoſt danger, that I feared, was of an in- 
ferior kind: a preſent danger, not to the church, 


be miſledde by the juſtly celebrated name of Dr. 
Prieſtley: a future danger to myſelf, if I forbore 
to bear my witneſs to the truth. For although we 
have a promiſe, that the gates of Hell ſhalt not 
prevail againſt the Church; yet the vigilance of 
the Prieſthood I conceive to be the ordinary means, 
which God hath provided for its ſecurity. I there- 
fore thought it my duty to prevent the miſchief, 


by demoliſhing the credit of your Narrative, and 
in theſe ſubjects, the authority of your name. 
The Letters, which you have lately addreſſed to 
me, give me no reaſon to alter my opinion or re- 
tract my accuſation. They only fix me in the per- 
ſuaſion, that to proſecute the diſpute with you, would 
be to little purpoſe. You will therefore excuſe 
me, if 1 decline a controverſy to be carried on, for 


lenge, till you ſhall have nothing left, which you 
may think of conſequence to allege “ When 
I have ſhewn the inſufficiency of the detence which 
you have now ſet up, and have collected the new 
ſpecimens of your hiſtorical abilities, which this 


* ——you ſeem to have taken a particular alarm I hope 
fave a falling ftate. Letters to Dr. Horſley, p. 2. 


T Charge, p. 5. | 
t Preface to Letters, p. III. & XVIII. 


ro DA PRIESTLEY. 9 


ce publication ſupplies in great abundance, what- Laren 
er more you may find to ſay upon the ſubject, Fiusr. 
n me you will have no antagoniſt. 


I am,” &c. 
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F I could adopt your heroic plan, of writing 
Jon till I ſhould have nothing left to ſay, our 
orreſpondence would run to an enormous ſize: 
or I ſhould have more than a ſingle remark to 
ake upon almoſt every ſentence of every one of 
our ten Letters. But as we both write for the edis 
ation of the public, and yet few, I fear, will be 
oi to give a long or a cloſe attention to our 
ct; the caſe of our readers, if we mean to be 
ide, mult be conſulted. You, I am told, in de- 
ance of your Bookſellers ſage counlcls, deſpiſe 
ch conſiderations. But they will have their 
eight with me. I ſhall be unwilling either to 
ptigue by the length, or to perplex by the intricacy 
r obſcurity of my reaſoning. To avoid the firſt 
1icarriage, I ſhall be content to give you a ſuffi- 
ent, rather than a full reply; and to avoid the 
cond, I ſhall endeavour, ſo to frame my argu- 
ent, that my readers may perceive the force of it, 
ithout the trouble and interruption of frequent 
xcourle to our former publications. For this pur- 
ble I ſhall begin with a recapitulation of the ſub- 
nce of my Charge; that betore I enter upon par- 
| B ticular 
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Errrrx ticular diſcuſſions, the points to be diſputed may | 2 


. 


| - SECOND. be brought at once in view, | « | 
The general argument of my charge, was a cri. 
tical review of your Hiſtory, in that part of it, 
which relates to the doctrine of the Trinity in the 
three firſt ages. This review conſiſted of two 
parts; a ſummary of the account, which you pre- 
tend to give, of the riſe and progreſs of the tri- i 
nitarian doctrine ; and a view of the evidence, by 
which your narrative is ſupported, conſiſting of 
nine ſele& ſpecimens of the particular proots of 
which the body of that evidence is compoſed. 
Of your account of the riſe and progreſs of the 
trinitarian doctrine, I ſaid in general, that it is no- 
thing new. That it is in all its eſſential parts the 
fame, which was propagated by the unitarian wri- 
ters of the laſt century, and, upon its firſt appear- 
ance, refuted by Divines of the church of Eng- 
land. Your anſwer to this part of my Charge, is, 
as I have already had occaſion to obſerve, com- 
3 leat. You repell the imputation of plagiariſm, 
. y the moſt diſgraceful confeſſion of Ignorance, to 
4 which foiled Polemic ever was reduced. To this 
part of your defence J have nothing to reply. 
To your evidence, I made the fame general ob- 
| jection, that it is deſtitute of novelty ; conſiſting of 
| proofs long ſince ſet up, and long ſince confuted. 
That if you have attempted any thing new, it is 
only to confirm the gratuitous aſſumptions of for- 
| mer unitarians by inconcluſive. arguments, and 
| falſe quotations. The nine ſpecimens of your 
ptoofs, by which this ey accuſation was ſup- | 
ported, were nothing leſs -than your principal ar- 
guments in ſupport of your three fundamental al- 
tertions; That the Primitive church was ſimply 
unitarian; that our Lord's Divinity was an inno- 
| vation of the ſecond century; and that the innova- 
| | tion was made by the platoniſing fathers. If your Wl 
prin 
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FN. „7. 
ron of the gradual progreſs of opinions, from the 
WS Unitarian doctrine to the Arian, and from the 
Arian to the Nicene faith, is overthrown. Of this 
you have ſhewn yourſelf not inſenſible, by the great 
pains which you have taken, to what purpoſe will 
ſoon appear, to anſwer my objections. | 
The Nine ſpecimens of inſufficient proof were 
thele, Wy 
Two inſtances of the circulating ſyllogiſm. The 
firſt, when you allege your own ſenſe of Scripture 
as the clear ſenſe, in proof of your pretended fact, 
that the Primitive faith was unitarian; whereas the 
fact muſt be firſt proved, before your particular in- 
terpretation can be admitted. The ſecond, when 
in like manner you allege the pretended ſilence of 
St. John about the error of the unitarians, in proof 
WF that the unitarian doctrine is no error, but the 
very truth of the Goſpel, The aſſumption that 
St. John is filent upon this ſubject, in his firſt epil- 
tle, is gratuitous and diſputable. It refts upon a 
particular interpretation of St. John's expreſſion, 
that © Chrift is come in the fleſh,” which will be 
admitted by none, who are not previouſly con- 
vinced that St. John's. own faith was unitarian. 
| It St. John's faith was unitarian, the phraſe that 
7 © Chriſt is come in the fleſh” ſignifies only that 
= Chriſt was a man: and thus we ſhall find no cenſure 
of the unitarian doctrine in St. John's: firſt epiſtle. 
But if St. John was no unitarian, but a believer in 
dhe incarnation and divinity of our Lord; then 
dhe phraſe of Chriſt's coming” in the fleſh cannot 
but be underſtood to allude to both theſe articles, 
as parts of the true faith: and alluding to both 
theſe articles, as parts of the true faith, it conveys a 
cenſure upon the unitarian doctrine in every form. 
The aſſumption therefore of St. John's ſilence, con- 
B 2 cerning 


* 


principal arguments vere fairly adduced as in- Lar ra 
ſtances of weak, inſufficient proof; your whole no- $8©9%®- 
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LerTrTer cerning the unitarian doctrine, preſumes another 
"SECOND, fact, that St. John was himſelf an unitarian. This 


is the primary, though tacit aſſumption, on which 


this argument is built. This argument therefore, 
fairly analyſed, is found to circulate like the for- 
mer. For the concluſion to be eſtabliſhed is the 
pretended fact, that the faith of the Primitive 
church was unitarian. The mean of proof is the 
gratuitous aſſumption, that the faith of St. John 
was unitarian. But to aſſume the faith of an in- 


ſpired apoſtle, is the ſame thing as to aſſume the 


faith of the primitive church. | 

My third ſpecimen was an inſtance, in which you 
cite a teſtimony, which no where exiſts. The pre- 
tended teſtimony is of no leſs a perſon than Atha- 
naſius. The fact, to which Athanaſius is made 
to depole, is the high antiquity of the unitarian 
faith. His teſtimony to this fact you find in his 
piece upon the orthodoxy of the Alexandrine Di- 
onyſius; in a certain paſſage in which he affirms, 
that the Jews were firmly perſuaded that the Meſ- 
ſiah was to be a meer man; and alleges, as you 
underſtand him, this perſuaſion of the Jews as an 


apology for a caution, uſed by the apoſtles, in di- 
vulging the doctrine of our Lord's divinity, - The 


Jews, of whom Athanaſius ſpeaks, you prepoſte- 
rouſly imagine were Chriſtians, the firſt converts 
from Judailm. Whereas he ſpeaks of plain down- 
right Jews; and what you take for his apology for 
caution in the apoſtles, is in truth,a commendation 


of the ſagacity, which they diſplayed in a judicious 


arrangement of the matter of their doctrine. 
My fourth ſpecimen was your capital argument 


for the antiquity of the unitarian faith, founded on 


the opinions of the Nazarenes. This argument I 
maintain to be lame and impotent in every part. 
It is built upon two aſſumptions, of which the 
one is a meer gratuitous aſſertion, of which no 


proof 


ro DR. PRIESTLEY: 


of is attempted; the other is accompanied with 
"retended proof, which ariſes however from a 
ged teſtimony and an ill-founded aſſertion, The 
atuitous aſſumption is, that the Nazarenes and the 
ebrew Chriſtians were the ſame people: where- 
the fact is, that the ſect of the Nazarenes aroſe 
er the extinction of the proper church of Jeru- 
lem, The other aſſumption 1s, that the faith of 
eſe Nazarenes was unitarian. This is proved by 
> teſtimony of Epiphanius, and by an aſſump- 
dn, that the Nazarenes and the Ebionites were 
> ſame. This aſſertion is unfounded, and the 
imony of Epiphanius is in fact forged ; ſince it 
drawn by torture from his words. Indeed it is 
t pretended to be more than this; that Epipha- 
s makes no mention * that the Nazarenes be- 
lieved in the divinity of Chriſt:“ and this no- 
ention is only his confeſſion, that he was totally 
informed, whether they believed the divinity of 
riſt, or not. Were both theſe aſſumptions true, 
> argument would be compleat. Both are falſe : 
d were eicher {ingly true; yet the other being 
ſe, the concluſion would be either the reverſe of 
urs, or altogether precarious. | 
My fifth ſpecimen was your miſrepreſentation of 
Wlcbius; whom you charge with inconſiſtency, 
cauſe another writer, who is quoted by him, 
aks of Theodotus, who appeared about the year 
do, as the firſt who held that our Saviour was a 
eer man; when in refuting the pretenſions of the 
Pftarlans to antiquity, he goes no further back 
an to Itenæus and Juſtin Martyr; although the 
itings of Euſebius himſelf afford a refutation of 
e aſſertion. But although the aſſertion, as you 
oole to underſtand it, would be liable to refuta- 
bn from the writings of Euſebius, it admits an 
terpretation, by which the ſeeming inconſiſtency 
entirely removed. The pretenſions to antiquity, 
winch 
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LeTTER which it was incumbent upon Euſebius, or the au. 
SECOND: thor quoted by him, to refute, were not ſimply pre. 
tenſions to antiquity, but to a prior antiquity : and 
in refuting theſe, the author quoted by Euſebiu 
goes back to the apoſtolic age. > 
Tour objection to the doctrine of the church 
drawn from the reſemblance, which you find be 
tween the Chriſtian and the Platonic doctrine, fur. 
niſhed my ſixth ſpecimen of inſufficient proof. | 
acknowledge the reſemblance ; but I inſiſt, that it 
leads to an enquiry into the ſentiments of heathen 
antiquity, which, purſued to its juſt conſequences, i 
rather corroborates, than invalidates, the traditional 
evidence of the catholic faith. | 4 
Your proofs of your ſecond aſſertion, that the 
doctrine of our Lord's divinity was an innova: ion 
of the ſecond age, are all of an oblique and ſecon- 
dary kind : ſuch as, were they hable to no other 
objection, would lead to no concluſion, without a 
diſtinẽt previous proof, that the faith of the firſt 
age was unitarian. One of theſe arguments fur- Wl 
niſned my ſeventh ſpecimen of inſufficient proof. 
It is an inſtance, in which you cite the teſtimony of 
a Greek writer, to prove the very reverſe of what Wl 
he fays. It is alleged by me as an inſtance of your 
competency in the Greek language in general, and 
of your particular acquaintance with the phraſe- Wl 
ology of the early fathers. 
My eighth ſpecimen was taken from your attempt 
to tranſlate a paſſage of Athenagoras, at which an 
abler philologer, than you have ſhewn yourſelf to 
be, untedde in the platoniſts, might be allowed to 
ſtumble. I produced it, to convict you of incompe- 
teney 1a the language of the platoniſts; and to con- 
firm a ſuſpicion, which the very tenor of your third 
aſſertion might create, that you are ignorant of the 
genuine doctrines of the platonic ſchool. Whence Wil 
| 91 75 1 


ro DA. PRIESTLEY, 


en you take upon you to compare the opinions 
the firſk Chriſtians, in which you are not learned, 
ith Platoniſm, in which you are a child. 
My ninth ſpecimen was another inſtance of your 
in in the Greek language. A paſſage of Theo- 
Whilus, in which he expounds the word Trinity by 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, is produced by you 
prove that the uſe of the word Trinity, to denote 
WW achcr, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, was unknown to 
heophilus. Theophilus's words are ſo very clear, 
at the ſenſe was hardly to be miſſed, at firſt ſight, 
a ſchool-boy in his ſecond year of greek. | 
= I heſc are the nine ſpecimens, by which I ſupport 
„ general charge of the inaccuracy of your Nar- 
tive, and in theſe ſubjects, the inſufficiency of 
$ author. To all of them, except the ſeventh and 
e ninth, you have attempted to reply. With what 
ucceſs is to be conſidered, © | 


I am, &c. 


— 
* 
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s to be inferred, that you are little zo be truſted, LeTTz8 
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LETTER THIRD. 


In reply to Dr. Prieſtley's introductory and to part 
his firſt Letter. — His defence of his argument from 
the clear ſenſe of ſcripture confuted.— Of the argu 
ment againſt our Lord's pre-exiſtence to be drawn 


from the materiality of man. — Of the Greek pronoun i 

Lrog. | QOMEL , * 

3 

DEAR SIR, | . 

iT 4 f 1 , : « | Fs 

barren O remove the imputation of having * 1 
p. in a circle, when alleging your own ſenſe of 
5h 


ſcripture as the clear ſenſe, you infer, that the faith 
of the firſt ages was exactly-conformable to your 
own opinions; you tell me, that the clear ſenſe of 
{cripture and the hiſtorical evidence are collateral 
roofs * pf the early prevalence of the unitarian 
faith. I ſhall admit this, and ſhall retract all that 
I have written, when once you ſhall have proved to 
the ſatisfaction. of the Chriſtian world, that the 
unitarian doctrine is delivered in the holy ſcrip- 
tures, taken in their plain and obvious mean- 
ing. But while your ſenſe of ſcripture is difal- 
lowed by the majority of chriſtians, I muſt till 
contend, that you have no right to call it the clear 
ſenſe ; and that any argument built on a ſuppoſi- 
tion, that the ſcriptures ſpeak à ſenſe not generally 
perceived in them, reſts at beſt upon a gratuitous 
aſſumption, I confeſs, that an argument drawn 
from a gratuitous aſſumption is not neceſſarily an 
argument running in a circle, unleſs the only 
mcans of reducing the aſſumption to a certainty, 
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der conſideration. When we ſpeak of the clear 
Jenſe of any piece of writing, this very expreſſion 
admits a twofold interpretation. The clear ſenſe, 
may be either that which is clearly conveyed in 
the words; or a ſenſe, which though it be not 
clearly conveyed in the words, may be clearly 
proved, from the context or from other conſidera- 
tions, to be the ſenſe which was really preſent to 
the mind of the writer. If you allege the clear 
| ſenſe of the ſcriptures, in the firſt ſenſe of the ex- 
| preſſion, in proof that the primitive faith was Uni- 
tarian, I aſk whether it be not the ſole end and 
purpoſe of the enquiry into the primitive faith, to 
ſettle the differences of Chriſtians upon points in 
which the ſcriptures, if there be any ground in 
them for the diſputes which have ariſen, are not 
clear? You now aſſume a ſenſe, which you call 
their clear ſenſe, upon thoſe very points, in order 
to aſcertain the primitive faith. This 1s to reaſon 

in a circle. | 
But in truth the Unitarian doctrine will never 
be proved to be the clear ſenſe of ſcripture in the 
hrit ſenſe of clearneſs. On the contrary, if ever 
it ſhould be clearly proved to have been the ſenſe 
of the ſacred writers; the juſt concluſion will be, 
that of all writers theſe have been the moſt unneceſ- 
ſarily and the molt wilfully obſcure. The Unita- 
rians themſelves pretend not that their doctrine is 
to be found in the plain literal ſenſe of holy writ : 
on the contrary, they take the greateſt pains to ex- 
plain away the literal meaning. They pretend that 
the ſacred writers delight in certain metaphors and 
images, which, however unnatural and obſcure they 
may ſcem at this day, are ſuppoſed to have been 
ot the genius of the eaſtern languages, and of con- 
(equence familiar to the firſt Chrittians ; who, in 
C = the 
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LerTreR the greater part, were of Jewiſh extraction. By 


— Ted. the help of theſe ſuppoſed metaphors the Unita- 


rian expoſitors contrive to purge the ſcripture of 
every thing which they diſapprove, and make it 
the oracle, not of God's wiſdom, but of their own 
fancies. When you therefore, as a Unitarian, ſay 
that your doctrine is the clear ſenſe of ſcripture, 
which, according to the ſcheme of interpretation 
which you follow, hath no clear ſenſe at all; you 
can only mean that this dofrine may be clearly 
proved to be the ſenſe intended by the inſpired 
writers. Perhaps in my Charge I was too negli- 
gent in the interpretation of your expreſſions, when 


I pretended to expoſe the infirmity of your argu- 3 


ment. Be it ſo. This then 1s your aſſertion, The 
Unitarian doctrine is clearly the true ſenſe of ſcrip- 
ture, But where is the proof? You can bring 
no proof that will be generally convincing, unlels 
you can find it in the faith of the apoſtolic ages. 
The faith of the firſt Chriſtians, once clearly aſ- 
certained, muſt be allowed indeed to be an uner- 
ing expoſition of the written word. To prove 
therefore that the Unitarian doctrine is the clear 
ſenſe of ſcripture, which is your aſſumption, you 


muſt firſt prove that the primitive faith was Uni- 


tarian, which ſhould be your concluſion. Still 
this arguinent circulates, and was not improperly 
alleged by me as my firſt jpecumen of inſufficient 
proof. | 

But it is of no great importance to diſpute, where 


the particular infirmity ct this argument may lie; 


when you confeſs that is of ſuch a fort, that you 
* could not ſuppole it would have any weight 


© with Trinitarians 3. While you condeſcend to 
employ your rare abilities in framing arguments, 


which will perſuade thoſe only who are previouſly 


Letters to Dr. H. p. 5. 


per- 
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perſuaded, you will do little harm. Why ſhould LZrraa 
l diſturb you in this innocent amuſement ? TriRo. 
1 To compenſate for the confeſſed inefficacy of 

this argument, you tell me of another, which you 

might have urged, to diſprove not only the divi- 

nity, but the pre · exiſtence of our Lord; ſuch an 
argument it ſeems might have been drawn © from 

% the doctrine of the materiality of man, which 

« has been ſufficiently proved in your diſquiſi- 

« tions on matter and ſpirit T.“ In which, by an 
analogical proof, you have refuted the vulgar error 

of the immateriality of the human ſou}, and have 

in conſequence overthrown the whole ſyſtem of 

pre- exiſtence. I believe, Sir, the opponents of the 
Unitarian ſcheme will not be diſpleaſed to under- 

ſtand, that it is at laſt to ſtand or fall with Dr. 
Prieſtley's Syſtem of Materialiſm and Dr. Hart- 

ley's Theory of the Mind. 

As a ſtriking inſtance of the conformity between 
the Unitarian doctrine and the clear ſenſe af ſcrip- 
ture, I produced the initial ſentences of St. John's 
goipel; in which, you know, you find a clear re- 
tutation of the perionality of the Logos. In ren- 
cdering theſe ſentences in Engliſh, I took occaſion 
to remark, that the Greek pronoun s795 naturally 
renders a perſon. Tou tell me, * it may refer to 
Hany thing that is of the ſame gender in the Greek 
“language, whether it be a perſon or not 4.“ I 
never meant. to inſinuate the contrary. Give me 
leave to refer you to a letter which was publiſhed 
in the Gentleman's Magazine for November laſt 
under the ſignature of FER HAP S. You will 
find it in my Appendix |, and I row declare myſelf 


the writer of it. | 
Jam, &c. 


+ Letters, p. 5. tId,p.7. | Appendix, No 1. & 2. 


PFF... .d EW WEN 


CY LETTER 


2 LETTERS in REPLY 
| n 


# * 
. « 
* 


LETTER" FOURTH. 


In reply to Dr. Prieſtley's Firſt Letter. — His defence 
of his argument from St. Fehr's firſt epiſtle con- 
futed.—The phraſe “ come in the fleſh” more than 
equivalent to the word, “ to come,” — St, John's 
aſſertion that Chriſt came in the fleſh” not pa- 
rallel with St. Paul's, that he “ partock of fleſb 
ce and blood.” EY en 


» 


- 


Dear SIR, 


Lerrer | emo ee 
Forzry, W OUR argument for the. antiquity of the Uni- 


tarian doctrine from St. John's firſt > yrs 
the ſecond among my ſpecimens of inſufficient 
proofs, reſts on a ſuppoſition, that in that epiſtle 
the Unitarian doctrine is not cenſured. I have 
ſhewn * that this ſuppoſition wall ſtand or fall, ac- 
cording as one or another interpretation of the 
phraſe of * coming in the fleſh” ſhall be admitted. 
That fingle expreſſion, as it is generally underſtood, 
reprobares the Unitarian doctrine, and overthrows 
vour ſuppoſition. You muſt therefore eſtabliſn 
your own ſenſe of the phraſe, before you can be 
permitted to aſſume, that St. John is ſilent about 
the Unitarian doctrine. Now to make good this 
argument, you tell me that “ you think,” and that 
it is your opinion,“ that the phraſe of coming 
in the fleſh is meerly an aſſertion of our Lord's hu- 
manity . Sir, I underſtood from the firſt that 
this is your opinion, and I doubt not in the leaſt 
your firmncſs in it. But I contend, that no ſuch au- 


* Charge, p. 15—18. and Letter II. 
1 Letters to Dr. II. p. 810. 
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drityv belongs to your opinion, that the bare no- LETTER | 
4 of 1 coul — the aſſent of the FOURTH: 
ole chriſtian world, in preference to other opi- 
ns which have more generally prevailed. You 
bit juſtify that opinion, if you would give any, 
our of plauſibility to your argument. But the 
nion cannot be juſtified, unleſs it might be 
>yiouſly aſſumed, that St. John himſelf was an 
itarian, You will hardly ſay, that any believer 
our Lord's divinity. and incarnation could em- 
py the phraſe of ' Chriſt's “ coming in the fleſh?? 
thou: an alluſion, in his own mind, to both thoſe 
icles, as branches of the true faith. But ſuch, 
alluſion implies a cenſure of the unitarians, 
Il you ſhall have proved therefore, that St. John 
s an unitarian, the phraſe of + Chriſt's coming 
in the fleſh” may be thought to contain a cen- 
rc of the unitarian tenets, and your opinion, that 
cenſure of them is contained in St. John's firit- 
iſtle, will be diſputable. 1 
You ſay, that this phraſe of coming in the fleſh. 
efers naturally to the doctrine of the Gnoſtics“.“ 
ay the very ſame thing. But I fay, that in the 
ſe in which the Church hath ever underſtood it, 
is phraſe refers to two diviſions of the Gnoſtics ; 
e Docetæ, and the Cerinthians; affirming a doc- 
ine, which is the mean between their oppoſite er- 
rs. The Docetæ affirmed, that Jeſus was not a 
an in reality, but in appearance only: the Ce- 
nthians, that he was a meer man, under the tu- 
lage of the Chriſt, a ſuperangelic being, which 
as not ſo united to the man as to make one per- 
n. St. John ſays, . Jeſus Chriſt is come in the 
fleſh ;” that is, as the words have been 'gene- 
ily underſtood, Jeſus was a man, not in appear- 
ce only, as the Docetæ taught, but in reality; 


— 


Letters to Dr, Horſley, p. 9. 


not 


LerTzR not a meer man, as the Cerinthians taught, under 
Fovxrn. the care of a ſuperangelic guardian, but Chriſt him. 
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ſelf come in the fleſhz the Word of God incar. 
nate. St. John ſays, that whoever denies this com- 
lex propoſition, is of anti-chriſt, It ſurprizes me 
that you ſhould find an improbability, upon the 
firſt face of the thing, in ſuppoſing that the ſame 
expreſſion ſhould be equally levelled “ at two he. 
reſies, which you confeſs to be oppoſite. For is 
it not always the caſe, that expreſſions which pre- 
dicate a truth lying in the middle between two op- 
polite fallehoods, equally impugn both the falſe 
extremes? If I ſay, that when Fahrenheit's ther. 
mometer in the open air ſtands at 60® in the ſhade, i 
the weather is mild; do I not equally deny that it 
is inſufferably hot, or inſufferably cold? * Gnoſti- Wi 
« ciſm, you ſay, is certainly condemned by the 
« apoſtle, but not the doctrine of the Ebionites, 
<«. tho? it is allowed to have exiſted in his time +.” 
The doctrine of the original Ebionites, and that of 
the Cerinthian Gnoſtics, upon the point of Chriſt's 
divinity, was the ſame. If the apoſtle condemns | 
the one, he condemns the other, whether he lived 
or lived not to fee the riſe of the Ebionzan ſect. 
I ſhall hereafter have occaſion to ſhew, that the 
Ebionæan fect was of later date than you ima- | 
ine. | | 
: It is perhaps from ſomething of a ſecret miſ- 
giving, that your interpretation of the phraſe of 
coming in the fleſh, will not be allowed to be its 
natural and obvious meaning; that you are ſo de- 
firous to retreat into the ſtrong-hold of Jewiſh 
idioms. You think the phraſe in queſtion © is ſi- 
„ milar to other Jewiſh phraſes I,“ which you 
think will be allowed to be meerly expreſſive of 
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te to lay too much ſtreſs upon Jewiſh idioms, in F 
e expoſition of the didactic parts of the New 
eftament. The goſpel is a general revelation “. 
it is delivered in a ſtyle, which is net perſpi- 
zous to the. illiterate of any nation except the 
ewilh, it is as much locked up from general ap- 
ehenſion, as if the ſacred books had been written 
the vernacular gibberiſh of the Jews of that age. 
he Holy Spirit, which directed the apoſtles and the 
rangeliſts to the uſe of the tongue which in their 
y was the molt generally underſtood, the Greek, 
puld for the fame reaſon, it may be preſumed, 
ggeſt to them a ſtyle which might be generally 
r{picuous. It is therefore a principle with me, 
at the true ſenſe of any phrate in the New Teſ- 
ment is what may be called its ſtanding ſenſe : 
at which will be the firſt to accur to common 
2ople of every country and in every age: and I 
apt to think, that the difference between this 
ancding ſenſe and the Jewiſh ſenſe will, in all caſes, 
far leſs than is imagined, or none at all; be- 
Wu, though. different languages differ widely in 
eir refined and elevated idioms, common ſpeech 
in all languages pretty much the fame. 

But what are thoſe Jewiſh phraſes with which 
du would compare the Jewiſh phraſe of “coming 
in the fleſh?” They are the word © to come,” 
d the phraſe “ partaker of fleſh and blood.” 
The word © to come” is uſed by metaphor I 
licve in all languages to ſignify either a man's 


* ** The religion of Chriſt was an univerſal religion, 
and the doctrines of the oſpel were calculated for the 
Weſtern as well as the Eaftern hemiſphere.” See Mr. 
hepherd's Preface to his Free Examination of the Socinian 


Peſition if the prefatory wer/es of St. Fohn's Goſpel, 


birth, 


umanity. I fear, Sir, it hath been the cuſtom of LTI 
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Larrae birth, or firſt entrance into public life. He came 


Four 


into the world; be came into life; be tame into 


Bine. J have no where affirmed that ſuch phraſes 


denote any thing more than human, in any perſon 


to whom they may be applied. But is the phraſe 
* to come in the fleſh” no more than equivalent to 
the word “ to come?“ Are the words “ in the 


e fleſn' meer expletives? If they are not exple- 


tives, what is their import, but to limit the ſenſe of 
the word 20 come to ſome particular manner of com- 
ing? This limitation either preſumes a poſſibility of 
other ways of coming, or it is nugatory. But was 
it poſſible for a meer man to come otherwiſe than 
in the fleh? Nothing can be more deciſive for 
my purpoſe; than this compariſon which you have 
ſuggeſted, between the word © to come,” which is 
general, and the phraſe “to come in the fleſh,“ 
which is ſpecific. My thanks are due to you for 


this illuſtration of my argument. Which will be 


rendered ſtill more evident by applying the two 
phraſes ſucceſſively to a familiar inſtance. If ſome 
future Hiſtorian of theſe planet- ſtricken times 
ſhould ſay, In the latter end of the eighteenth cen 
© tury came Dr. Prieſtley preaching the unitarian 
doctrine,“ no one will ſuſpect any thing more; 
than that a man of this name preached this doc- 
trine. But if the Hiſtorian ſhould ſay, Dr. 
HPrieſtley came in the feſp preaching this doc- 
< trine,” if che writer who may uſe this expreſſion 
mall have any credit in his day, a general curioſity 
will be excited to know, whether Dr. Prieſtley had 
it in his power to come in any way without his fleſh, 
e unmanacled with membrane, joint, or limb:” 
and whetr once it ſhall be found, that he had not, 
the ſtyle of the writer will be condemned, and his 
credit perhaps leſſened. I leave you ro make the 
application. £2 

$4473 "But 
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« Chriſt came in the fleſh,” may be expound 
by St. Paul's phraſe, that “ he was partaker of 
« fleſh and blood.” The paſſage to which you 
refer is this. Foraſmuch then as the chil- 
« dren are partakers of fleſh and blood, he alſo 
&« himſelf likewiſe took part of the ſame . As 
you have only hinted that ſome argument might 
be drawn from this text, to confirm your ſenſe of 
St. John's phraſe, I am left to divine what your 
argument might be. Perhaps you would reaſon 
thus. In this paſſage it is ſaĩd of men, that they art 


partakers of fleſh and blood: and this expreſſion is 


evidently deſcriptive of the condition of humanity. 
It appears therefore, that to be * a partaker of fleſh 
and blood” is a Jewiſh phraſe, which ſignifies © to 
ebe a man.” But in this ſame paſſage it is ſaid 
of Chriſt, that “ he likewiſe took part of fleſh and 
« blood.” It is ſaid of Chriſt therefore that he 
was a man like other men: conſequently nothing 
more can be meant by his “ coming in the fleſh,” 
If this be your intended argument, I reply, that 
Chriſt was indeed a man like other men: and 
this perhaps is all that is implied in St. Paul's aſ- 
ſertion, that he was partaker of fleſh and blood.” 
But it follows not, that this is all which is implied 
in St. John's expreſſion, that Jeſus Chtiſt came 
in the fleſh,” which aſſerts indeed his humanity ; 
but with an evident alluſion to a prior condition: 
and the proper concluſion from the compariſon of 
St. John's expreſſion with St. Paul's, is this; that 
the twa are not, as you ſuppoſe, equivalent. 
But I ſuſpect, that you connect St. Paul's expreſ- 
ſion- with your own doctrine of materialiſm, and 


that you would argue thus. Since it is ſaid of men, 


who ure fleſh and blood, and nothing elſe, that 


f . Heb. ii. 14. ; Nn * 
1 they 


5 
But you think, that St. John's phraſe 3 5 
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guages, are equivalent phraſes. Therefore Chriſt, 


reſult of organiſation, Thus, you will ſay, the 


man's connexion with fleſh and blood and Chriſt's 


communica verant- participavit. 
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they partake of fleſh and blood; therefore © to 
« partake of fleſh and blood,” in the Jewiſh lan- 
guage, and “ to be fleſh and blood,” in other lan- 


of whom it is alſo ſaid, that he partook of fleſh 
and blood, was meer fleſh and blood; a man like 
other men, in whom the mental faculties were the 


notion of Chriſt's pre- exiſtence, much more of his 
divinity, is overturned by the apoſtle's aſſertion 
and, whatever may have been imagined, no allu- 
ſion to his pre-exiſtence or his divinity was intend- 
ed in any expreſſions of the ſacred writers. The 
aſſertion therefore of Chriſt's real manhood is all 
that can be contained in St. John's expreſſions, that 
„ Chriſt is come in the fleſh.” But in this argu- 
ment the concluſion reſults not from any evident 
paralleliſm of the different phraſes uſed by St. Paul 
and by St. John; but it is a conſequence from 
a particular interpretation of St. Paul's phraſe : 
which interpretation of St. Paul reſts not upon 
any thing in his expreſſions, but upon ſomething 
quite out of ſcripture; upon your notion of the 
meer materiality of man. To have ſhewn the true 
foundation of this argument is to have confuted 
it. 

I muſt remark, that in whatever form this argu- 
ment may be drawn, it will reſt ſolely on the tranſ- 
lation of the ſacred” text. For in the original, 


connexion are expreſſed by different words; x: 
ywynze and [METEC No A difterence, which, however 
Night it may appear to you, was thought of ſuffi- 
cient importance to- be preſerved in the Vulgat. 


But not to lay a ſtreis upon any critical refine- 
ments upon ſingle expreſſions, let me aſk your 
opinion, Sir, upon the general ſenſe of the paſſage, 

in 
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in which this phraſe, * to partake of fleſh and 
« blood,” occurs. I would appeal to yourſelf, 
whether the concluſion,” which you would build 
upon that particular expreſſion, 1s not overthrown 
by the general ſenſe of the paſſage. The purport 
of the paſſage is to aſſign a reaſon, why the Re- 
deemer ſhould partake of fleſh and blood ; that is, 
why he ſhould be a man. But a reaſon why a man 
ſhould be a man, one would not expect to find in 
a ſober man's diſcourſe. For why any thing ſhould 
be what it is, rather than what it is not; is a queſ- 
tion which few, I think, would aſk, and none 
would attempt to anſwer. The attempt to aſſign a 
reaſon, why the Redeemer ſhould be a man, im- 
plies both that he might have been, without par- 
taking of the human nature, and by conſequence, 
that in his own proper nature he was originally 
ſomething different from man; and that there 
might have been an expectation, that he would 
make his appearance in ſome form above the hu- 
man. It particularly implies, that an expectation 
Wot his appearance in ſome higher form might be 

expected to prevail among the perſons, to whom 
this reaſon is aſſigned; ſo that the manifeſt man- 
hood of Chriſt would be likely to be an objection 
with them to his claim to the character of the Meſ- 
jah. This, Sir, ſeems to deſerve your particular 
attention. For the perſons, to whom the apoſtle 
renders theſe reaſons for the manhood of the Re- 
deemer, were the Hebrews; the firſt Jewiſh Chriſ- 
lans; of whom you ſay, that, before their con- 
erſion at leaſt, © they had no idea that their Meſ- 
* hah was to come down from heaven *,“ having 


ever been taught by their prophets to expect 


* Letters to Dr. H. p, 49. 
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LeTT8R © any other than a man like themſelves in that il- 
FouRTH. sc juſtrious character *. 
Upon the whole, ſince the phraſe of © coming 
ce in the fleſh” muſt be more than equivalent to the 
word © to come;“ ſince there is no evidence of 
its ſuppoſed paralleliſm with St. Paul's phraſe of 
<« partaking of fleſh and blood; fince in the diſ- 
courſe of any but an unitarian, it muſt involve an 
alluſion to the incarnation and divinity of our 
Lord; your defence of your argument from St. 
John's firſt epiſtle is inſufficient: the argument is 
ſtill to be conſidered as running in a circle, and 
it was properly adduced as the ſecond among my 
ſpecimens of inſufficient proof. | 


* Hiltory of Corruptions, vol. I. p. 2, 
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LETTER FIFTH, 


The Archdeacon's interpretation of Clemens Romanus 
defended, —T he ſhorter epiſtles of Ignatius genuine. 


 Dran SIR, 


T TAVING, to your own entire ſatisfaction, Lx TER 
made good your argument from St. John's Firrn. 
firſt epiſtle againſt ray exceptions; you proceed to 
reply to the teſtimonies which I produced from Cle- 
mens Romanus, for the pre- exiſtence and divinity 
of our Lord... . fs 
When Clemens ſays, © our Lord Jeſus. Chriſt 
% came not in the pomp of pride and arrogance, 
although he had it in his power, you ſay, that 
the coming alluded to was no coming from hea- 
te ven to earth; and that the pomp of pride and 
arrogance, in which our Lord came not, ſtands 
for an © oftentatious ' diſplay” of the miraculous 
powers which our Lord never made . To this it 
1s {ufficient to reply, that my interpretation reſts 
upon the literal: ſenſe of the holy father's words, 
which you ſuppoſe to be figurative; that you have 
nothing to object to the literal interpretation, but 
that it ſuits not with your on opinions; whereas 
L have ſomething of great importance to ſay in its 
defence; that it is eſtabliſhed by the context. He 
“ came not, ſays Clemens, in the pomp of pride 
and arrogance, although he had it in his power, 
but in humility, as the Holy. Spirit ſpake con- 
* cerning him,” The pomp therefore of pride 
and arrogance, in which our Lord came not, is 


- 
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Lerres. that pomp, which is the proper oppoſite of the hu. 


FiFTH, 


mility, in which the Holy Spirit had foretold that 
he ſhould come. For he came not in that, bur 
in this he came, Now to determine what this hu- 
mility is, Clemens immediately goes on to cite the 
prophecies, which deſcribe the Meſſiah's low cond.- 
tion, The humility therefore of an ordinary con- 
dition is that in which it is ſaid the Meſſiah came. 


The pomp therefore of a high condition is the 


mp, in which it 1s faid he came not, although 
e had it in his power ſo to come. The expreſ- 
ſions therefore clearly imply, that our Lord, ere 
he came, had the power to choole, in what condi- 
tion he would be born. van N37 
In citing this paſſage of Clemens Romanus 1 


dealt very liberally with you; as truſt indeed that 


1 have done in every part of the argument. I cited 
the paſſage as it ſtands in our modern copies. More 
antient copies, thoſe which Jerome uſed, inſtead of 
xi rte dot vo, e altho' he had it in his power,“ 
had KoOuTep aa Juvarmevo, © altho' he hath all things 
& in his power.” This appears from Jerome's tranſ- 
lation of the paſſage, which is in theſe words, 
« Sceptrum Dei, Dominus Jeſus Chriſtus non ve- 
&« nit in jactantià ſuperbiæ cum poſſit omnia *.. 
Now with this emendation of this laſt clauſe, which 
it ſeems was an aſſertion of our Lord's omnipo- 
tence, you are welcome to make what you can of 
the preceding clauſe, by figurative in:erpretations. 

No figurative interpretations will elude the force 


of my citations from Ignatius. But it is the par- 


ticular happineſs of the unitarian writers, that they 
are never found at a- loſs for an expedient. All 
that I ſay of the repeated aſſertion of our Lord's 
divinity in the epiſtles of Ignatius, you allow to 
be true according to our preſent copies of his 


* Hieronym, in Eſalam, cap, lit. 
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« js not only very. much doubted, but genera 
given up by the learned“. And lelt this aſſer- 
tion ſhould want that appearance of weight, which 
an air of confidence gives, you even tax my inge- 
nuity “ for concealing a circumſtance which, you 
« ſay, I muſt have known;” and you challenge 
me to prove theſe epiſtles, © as we now have them, 
« to be the genuine epiſtles of Ignatius =.” 

Sir, if the genuineneſs of theſe epiſtles be gene- 
rally given up by the learned, my ignorance, not 
my ingenuity, is to be blamed that I cited them as 
genuine. I indeed knew nothing of this general 
giving up. But ſince the teſtimony of Ignatius is 
allowed to be expreſs, if the epiſtles be genuine 


in few words what I know of theſe epiſtles. 

I know that antient writers mention ſeven epiſtles 
of Ignatius, writen upon his journey from Antioch, 
where he was Biſhop, through Aſia Minor; for 
that way his journey lay, when he was carried to 
Rome, by Trajan's order, to be expoſed to wild 
WW beaſts. Of thele epiſtles fix are ſaid to have been 
WF acidrefſed to the churches of ſix different cities, 
Epheſus, Magneſia upon Mæander, Tralles, Rome, 
Philadelphia, Smyrna; and the ſeventh was ad- 


other epiſtles, confeſſedly ſpurious; two editions, a 
onger and a ſhorter, are at this day current, of 
ven epiſtles under the name of Ignatius, inſcribed 
thode to whom the real epiſtles of the bleſſed 
artyr, according to the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtorians, 
ere addreſſed. The longer epiſtles firſt appeared 
pant in an old Latin verſion, publiſhed by Fa- 
cr Stapulenſis in 1498; a correſponding Greek 


* Letters to Dr, H, p.-13. 
text 


from which it is produced, permit me to tell you 


| dreſſed to Polycarp. I know that beſides ſome 
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Lrrrrs text was publiſhed by Valentine Paczus, from 1 

Firru. Ms. in the Auguſtan Library, in the year 1557, 
The ſhorter edition likewiſe made its firſt appear- 
ance in print, in an old Latin verſion, publiſhed 
by Uſher from two MSS. in the year 1644. The 
Greek was publiſhed by Iſaac Voſſius in 1646, 
from a MS. in the Mediczan Library at Florence, 
The Mediczan MS. being imperfe& in the end, 
wanted the epiſtle to the Romans. But a Greek 
text of this epiſtle, perfectly correſponding with 
Uſher's Latin verſion, was publiſhed at Paris, 
from a MS. of Colbert's, by Mr. Ruinard in the 
year 1689. 

It has been made a queſtion, whether the ſhorter 
epiſtles are from abridged, or the longer from in. 
ter polated copies. The phraſeology of the longer 
ſeems in ſome parts accommodated to the Arian 
notions : that of the ſhorter, is every where agree- 
able to the catholic faith. The ſhorter edition 
hath the ſuffrage of the Fathers of the five firlt 

centuries; their quotations, which are numerous, 

every where agreeing with this. text, William 

Whiſton, a man whoſe memory 1s more to be 

eſteemed for his integrity, and the extent and va- 

riety of his reading, than for the ſoundneſs of his 

judgment, from pure attachment to the Arian 

cauſe, maintained the authority of the longer co- 

pies ; but his opinion hath found but few abetters, 

and thoſe of inconſiderable name, even in his own 

party. The Preſbyterian Divines, deſirous to get 

| rid of ſo great an authority as that of Ignatius in 

: favour of Epiſcopacy, the rights of which are ſet 
. very high in theſe epiſtles, were unwilling to allow 
their authenticity in either form, But with a great 
majority of the Learned theſe ſeven epiſtles are re. 

| ceived as authentic, and the ſhorter edition is ſup- 

= - poſed to exhibit the genuine text. This at leaſt 
| was the opinion of Iſaac Voſſius, Uſher, 1 
| mond, 
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mond, Petavius, Grotius, Pearſon, Bull, Cave, Lzvrzz. 
Wake, Cotelerius, Grate, Dupin, Tillemont, Le Firrn,, 
Clerc. On the other. ſide ſtand no names to be 
compared with theſe, except the three of Salmaſius, 
Blondel, and Dallæus. Perhaps you will add that 
of Bochart. But the great Bochart's doubts went 
to one only of the ſeven ; the epiſtle to the Ro- 
mans; and they are founded on a chronology of 
the word Lecpardus, which Pearſon: hath proved to 
be erroneou e 1 Ho A; op ro eh; Ga 

Moſheim holds a middle opinion; The queſtion 
of preference between the two editions he thinks 
undecided. Whichever edition be preferred, he 
thinks the ſuſpicion of interpolation and corruption 
cannot be entirely removed. That theſe epiſtles 
are of great antiquity, he thinks certain. That they 
are not altogether torgeries, ſo credible that no- 
thing can be more. But how, far they are ſincere, 
he takes to be a knot which cannot be untied . 
At the ſame time he allows, what with me entire- 
ly overturns his ſingular, opinion, that the authen- 
ticity of them would never have been called in 
queſtion, had they not contained, what the advo- 
cates of Epiſcopacy knew how to turn to the ad- 
vantage of their cauſe. Which when the Preſby- 
terians and others, who were for aboliſhing the pri- 
vileges of the Clergy, underſtood, they attacked 
chem with a warmth, by, which they more harmed 
WT their own reputation than the authenticity of thoſe , 

writings ||. It is true, he taxes the writers on, the 
other ſide, but not. ſo generally, wich no leſs in- 
emperance. But, in my judgement, the authen- 
ticity of antient writings muſt be ſet very high, 0 
7 e P. I. * . 1 ele 

indiciæ Ignatiauæ, P. II. p. 9194. 2 | - 
1 De Rebus — — p-. 161, 
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in the ſhorter edition, as the genuine writings of 
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but through prejudice. 
With this preponderance therefore of authori- 
ties on the ſide of the epiſtles, and with this con- 
feſſion of Mofheim againſt his own opinion, I ſhall 
take the liberty to appeal to them, as they ſtand 


the bleſſed martyr : not free indeed from thoſe 
blemiſhes, which ariſe from the haſte, the careleſl. 
neſs, and the ignorance of tranſcribers ; but upon 
the whole not leſs ſincere, than moſt other pieces of 
the ſame antiquity. I ſhall appeal to them with the 
leſs ſcruple, Lotalinach as the ſame ſincerity which 
I aſcribe ro them, and which is quite ſufficient for 
my purpoſe, is allowed by the learned and the can- 
did Lardner, whoſe judgement muſt have been biaſſ- 
ed by his opinions in prejudice of theſe'writings, if 
any thing could have biaſſed his judgment in pre- 
judice of the evidence of truth. After ſuggeſting 
in no very confident language, that even the 
ſmaller epiſtles may have been tampered with by 
ce the Arians, or the Orthodox, or both, he adds, 
« 1 do not affirm, that there are in them any con- 
« ſiderable corruptions or alterations “.“ If no 
conſiderable corruptions or alterations, certainly 
none reſpecting a point of ſuch importance as the 
original nature of Chriſt. I will therefore ſtill ap- 
peal to theſe epiſtles, as ſufficiently ſincere to be 
deciſive upon the point in diſpute, Nor ſhall ! 
th nk myſelf obliged to go into the proof of their 
authenticity, till you have given e Hsfadtory re- 
ply to every part of Biſhop Pearſon's elaborate 
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* Theſe words of Dr, Lardner are cited by Dr. Prieftley 
| himſelf in his Reply to the Animadverſions in the Monthly 
Review of June 1783, p. 36. They make a part of his 
proof that theſe epiſtles are ſo corrupted, as not to be quoted 
with ſafety. See Animadverſions, p. 35. 


defence: 


W defence : a work, which I ſuſpect you have not yet Larrak 
oled through. | £20 


ro DA. PRIESTLEY. 


I am, &c. ; 


—— lth. 


LETTER SIXTH. 


In reply to Dr. Prieſtley's Second. — The difference of 
the Ebionites and Nazarenes no ſingular or new 
opinion of the Archdeacon s. —The ſame thing main- 
tained by Moſbeim and other Critics of great name. 
Dr. Prieſtley's arguments from Origen and Euſe- 
bius not neglected in the Archdeacon's Charge. —Dr. 
Prieſtley's concluſions from the ſeveral paſſages cited 
by him from Epiphanius confuted. —T he Nazarenes 
no ſeft of the apoſtolic age. — Ebion not contem- 
porary with St. Jobn.— The antiquity of a ſect not 
a proof of its orthodoxy. 


Dear SIR, 
T5 E Citadel of your ſtrength is the argument 


from the Nazarenes; to which however I 
have given a place among my ſpecimens of inſuffici- 
ent proofs. You find the attack upon this fortreſs 
warm on every ſide, and your reſiſtance is proportio- 
nably vigorous. So impatient are you for its defence, 
that you take it out of its turn, paſſing by my 
third ſpecimen from Athanaſius, which you very 
properly conſider as an outwork, which will be in- 
deed of little conſequence, if the citadel ſhould ſur- 
render--which however muſt be the caſe ; neither 
force nor ſtratagem can defend it. 

Two points, you know, muſt be made out to 
ſave this argument; the one, that the faith of 
r the 
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rence, ſome half-witred critics have, it ſeems, 7ma- | 


“ diſbelicved, while the Nazarenes maintained, the 
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the Nazarenes was Unitarian ; the other, that theſe 
Unitarian Nazarenes were the Hebrew Chriſtians, 
or the members of the primitive church of Jeru- 
ſalem. To prove the firſt point you abide by your ll 
original aſſertion, that the Nazarenes and the Ebi. 
onites were one and the ſame people under difte- 
rent names. This aſſertion you attempt to defend 
againſt my objections. We ſhall ſee with what 
ſucceſs. 

You allow that “ it has been imagined by ſome, 
that there © was a difference between the doctrine 
„ of the Ebionites and the Nazarenes, concerning 
% the perſon of Chriſt ®.” Something of a diffe- 


gined. But you take care to iaſinuate in the next 
ſentence, that none before me ever dreamed of ſo 
wide a difference, as I would put between them, 
It had only been imagined “ that the Ebionites 


* miraculbus conception ;“ both concurring in 
the diſbelief of our Lord's divinity, © For as to 
* any Nazarencs, who believed that Chriſt was ll 
&* any thing more than man, you find no trace of 
e them in hiſtory .“ And you think it extraor- 
dinary, that it ſhould now be made a point to 
find ſome difference between the Nazarenes and 
% the Ebionites, inaſmuch as you believe no critic 
« of any name in the laſt age pretended to find 
« any T.“ Indeed, you may well be aſtoniſhed. 
For the learned Jeremiah Jones $ wrote a chap- 
ter to prove them the ſame people. | 

Indeed, fir, I muſt take ſhame to myſelf, and 
confeſs, that this learned Jeremiah Jones is not of 
my acquaintance. I find upon enquiry, that he 1s 
very much unknown among my brethren of the eſta- 


Letters to Dr. H. p. 14. || Ibid. + Ibid. 1 Letters 
to Dr, H. p. 23. $lbid. | 


bliſhment. 


To DR. PRIESTLEY. 


the epithet which you have coupled with his name. 
He was, it ſeems, the tutor of the venerable Lard- 
ner, and was thought in natural ability to excell 
his pupil. Nevertheleſs, fir, I conceive [ may be 
pardoned, if I preſume to diſſent from the opinion 
of Jeremiah Jones, notwithſtanding the importance 
that may have accrued to it from the approbation 
of Dr. Prieſtley. That, fir, which you are pleaſed 
to call an imagination of ſome, the notion of 4 
difference between th2 Nazarenes' and the Ebio- 
nites, was the decided opinion of the illuſtrious 
Moſheim. “This little body of Chriſtians, ſays 
that learned hiſtorian, which coupled Moſes with 
« Chriſt, ſplit again into two ſects, diſtinguiſned 
« from each other by their doctrines concerning 
« Chriſt, and the permanent obligation of the 
te law, and perhaps by other circumſtances “.“ 
As a certain proof that they were two diſtinct ſects, 
he obſerves that each had its own goſpel. He ſays, 
that © the Nazarenes had a better and truer notion 
„of Chriſt than the Ebionites r.“ 4 

It may be Moſheim was the inventor of this 
diſtinction, ſince - you have not found it in any 
eritic of any name of the laſt age. Perhaps, fir, 
you and I, when we ſpeak of critics of any name, 
may not always agree in the perſons, to whom we 
would apply that deſcription. May I then take 
leave to aſk, what you think of Hugo Grotius ? 
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_ * Pufillum verè hoc Chriſtianorum agmen, quod Moſen 
Chriſto ſociabat, in duas iterum diſſiliebat ſectas; dogma- 
tibus de Chriſto, legiſque neceſſitate, forts aliis etiam rebus 
ſejunctas. Maſbeim de Rebus Cbriſtianorum ant> Conflantinum, 
Sec. 2. & xxxix. 
f Nazarei nimirum et de Chriſto multo rectius et verius 
ſentiebant quam Ebionei. Ibid. n. 9. 

Was 
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bliſkment. I am informed, however, by a very re- bers 
Jpectable authority, chat he was not undeſerving of; won. 
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Larrzx Was He a critic of any name? Voſſius, Spencer, 
Sixru. Huetius, were theſe critics of any name? If they Wl 


that you had little ground to repreſent the opinion, 
which I maintain, of a difference between the Na- 


attempt to ſet it forth in that light I cannot but 
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were, fir, you mult come again to your confel- 
ſions; For Hugo Grotius, Voſſius, Spencer, and 
Huetius 4 agree that the Nazarenes and Ebionites, 
though ſometimes confounded, were diſtinct ſects; 
and they maintain the opinion, which I now main- Wl 
tain, of the high orthodoxy of the proper Naza- ll 
renes in the article of our Lord's divinity. 9 

But it may be that the Nazarenes were Unita- 
rian, tho' they were not Ebionites. For the doc- 
trine concerning our Lord's divinity is not the only 
point, in which the pretended-difference is placed: 
and “ as to any Nazarenes, wha believed that 
** Chriſt was any thing more than man, you find 
no trace of them in hiltory jj.” You have then 
been leſs ſucceſsful than Hugo Grotius, Voſſius, 
Spencer, and Huetius: not to mentian others of 
inferior note. 

You ſee, fir,—our readers at leaſt will ſee— 


zarenes and Ebionites, as ſingular or novel. Your 


conſider as a ſtratagem, which you were willing to 
employ for the preſervation of your battered cita- 
del, the argument from the Nazarenes. In this 
ſtratagem, if I miſtake not, you are completely 
foiled. In your fallies againſt the batteries which 1 
have raiſed, I truſt you will be little more ſucceſſ- 
full. But as too much of ſtratagem is apt to mix 
itſelf with all your operations, it will be neceſſary 


t Grotius in Matth. g. I. Voſſius de genere Jeſu Chriſti 
eap. II. F 1. Spencer in Origen contra Celſum, ad. p. 56. 
Huetius in Origenis commentaria, p. 74. 
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Nat 1 watch very narrowly the manner of your ap- 2 
Wroaches. | F 4 
Your reply to my objections againſt the teſti- 
ony which Epiphanius is ſuppoſed to bear to the 
entity of the two ſects, is opened with a com- 
laint, that I have ſaid nothing © to the argu- 
ments from Origen and'Euſebius*.” Sir, either 
ere is more ſtratagem, or you have dealt by me, 
Ws you profeſs to do by the antients. You have 
only looked through my charge. Had you redde 
t through, you could hardly have miſſed ſome- 
ing that-I ſay to the arguments from Origen and 
-uſebius. I flatly deny any direct teſtimony of 
dricen, in favour of the identity which you would 
Wrove; and I have ſhewn that the paſſages, from 
hich you would draw the inference, are little to 
our purpoſe +.” The argument from Euſebius, 
ou will be pleaſed to recollect, made no part of 
our original proof. It firſt appeared among certain 
orrections and additions, which are annexed to your 
Reply to the Animadverſions of a learned writer in 
he Monthly Review. It was impoſſible therefore 
bat I ſhould take notice of it in my Charge, 
which had been ſent to the preſs, and was in great 
part printed, before I had any knowledge of the 
Reply, or indeed of the Animadverſions which oc- 
aſioned ir. But in the appendix to my Charge, 
bich was written after J had redde your Reply, 
and in conſequence of it, I complained, that you 
ad made no reference to the particular paſſ 
f Euſebius, upon which you would found your 
Wargumentf, ir det on 
| However, that I ſaid ſomething very material to 
the argument from Epiphanius; you deny not- I 
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* Letters to Dr. H. p. 14. + Charge, p. 34—36. and 
Appendix, p. 75-77. f Appendix to Charge, p. 75. 
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& verſeneſs to each other *.” 


Ler res ſaid indeed that no man could allege, as you dd 


of other paſſages confirming, as you think, the 
tion. Epiphanius tells us, as you think, in the 


_ <- rites (ſo you render [84avpoy) from the Samari- 
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the teſtimony of Epiphanius to the identity of the 
Ebionites and Nazarenes, who had redde to the 
end do much as the firſt ſentence of Epiphanius: 
accuunt of the Ebionites, And I till ſay the ſame 
thing. For in that firſt ſentence Epiphanius aſſerts, 
that Ebion made additions to the doctrine of the 
Nazarenes. Among theſe additions 1 place, al: 
though you will not, the meer humanity of 
Chriſt. | | 

Jou tell me in reply, that if I had myſelf redde 
the ſecond paragraph of this ſame chapter of Epi. 
phanius, it would have ſhewn me the error of my 
own remark; for in that ſecond paragraph, you ſay 
it appears, that the difference between the Ebio- 
nites and the Nazarenes lay in other particulars, 
not in the doctrine of the meer humanity of Chrift |, 
You then produce that paragraph, with a ſtring 
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aſſertion, which you pretend to find in it, of the 
agreement of the two ſects upon the point in queſ- 


ſecond paragraph of his firſt ſection about the E- 
bionites, that Ebion borrowed his abominable 


«tans; his opinion (yoruny) from the Nazarenes; 
e his name from the. Jews.” In the ſecond ſec- 
tion, as you underſtand him, he places the whole 
difference between the Nazarenes and the Ebio- 
nites in a ſingle circumſtance, totally unconnected 
with the opinions about Chriſt. In the ſame ſec- 
tion, you ſay, he ſpeaks of the two ſects as inha- 
biting the ſaid country, and adds, that * agree- 
ing together they communicated of their per- 


[| Letters to Dr. H. p. 15--17. ® Ibid. p. 15. 
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* 


ain partly of the want of critical diſcernment; 


ion; and I affirm, that not one of the paſſages 
eged is to your purpole., , _ 1 
For the ſecond paragraph of the firſt ſection, the 
ly clauſe in it of which you can avail yourſelf, 
that in which it is aſſerted, according to your 
anſlation, that“ Ebion took his opinion 
from the Nazarenes +.” But here, Sir, is ſtra- 
gem. Why is not the entire clauſe produced? 
cauſe the entire clauſe would defeat the conclu- 
n, which it is brought to eſtabliſh. . Does Epi- 
anius ſay, that Ebion took his opinion ſimply 
dm the Nazarenes? He fays it not, even if 
be admitted, that the word ywpny is rightly 
ndered by Opinion. If Opinion be indeed what 
here ſignified by yvονναiðn, Epiphanius ſays, 
at Ebion took his opinion from “ the Oſſæ- 
ans, the Nazoræans, and the Naſaræans.““ The 
azor æans of Epiphanius (Naga were the 
riſtian Nazarenes. But his Naſaræans were 
Chriſtians. They were a Jewiſh ſect; one of 
e ſeven which were ſubſiſting at the time of 
r Lord's appearance; the fifth in Epiphanius's 
zumeration. The Oſſæans were the ſixth of 
ole {even ſects of Judaiſm. So that if any thing 
aſſerted in this clauſe concerning the opinions of 
bion, it is that they were a mixture of the extra- 
gancies of chree ſects, two Jewiſh and one 
hriſtian. But this general aſſertion will never 
eerwine, to which of theſe three ſources any 
cular opinion, maintained by Ebion, is to be 
ccrred. It will be probable, that his doctrine of 
ur Lord's humanity was an accommodation of the 
d octrine of the Nazarenes to the prejudices of 
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ay of ſtratagem; partly of unſkilfull interpre- 
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Lerres his Jewiſh friends. For how will you prove, ſit, 


SIXTH. 


Greek writers: but it is not uſed in that ſenſe here, 
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that Ebion, if he taught the ſame opinions which 
you now maintain, was not actuated by the ſame 
generous motives : a tender charity for the Jews, 
whom he might propoſe, as you do, to reconcile 
to the Evangelic doctrine, by diveſting the doc- 
trine of every thing properly Evangelic? 

But I contend further, that the word yur, in 
this paſſage of Epiphanius, is not rightly rendered 
by opinion. It often indeed denotes opinion in good 


That it is not, appears from the ſubſequent part of 
the ſame ſentence; in which ywwwn is mentioned 
as ſomething diſtin&t from yvwous and ovyxare- 
$:o15 Twy bveryſexuwv (perhaps we ſhould read tvay- 
; x aroronoy Tees rige. © Ebion, ſays 
* Epiphanius, defired to bear the appellation of 2 
« Chriſtian, but not to adopt the practice of 
«© Chriſtians, nor their yvwwn,, nor their know- Wl 
« ledge, nor their aſſent to the Evangeliſts and 
« Apoſtles concerning the faith .“ Now know- 1 
ledge and aſſent concerning faith to the Evangeliſts Wl 
and Apoſtles include religious opinion: yu" WM 
therefore, being mentioned as diſtin& from theſe, al 
is not opinion. It ſeems to be rather uſed here, 
for what 1s expreſſed in Engliſh by the word ſen- 
timent; a thing which often modifies opinion, 
but 1t{elf is not opinion. Of this uſe of the word 
examples are not wanting. Ebion, it is ſaid, 
« poſſefled the ſentiments of Oſſæans, Nazarencs, 
© and Naſarenes.“ He reſembled theſe Chriſtian 
and Jewiſh ſectaries, in that illiberality of ſenti- 
ment, which inclined the Nazarenes to think the 
obſervance of the ritual law neceſſary to a Chril- 
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jan's ſalvation, and diſpoſed the Oſſæans and the LeTvzz 
azarzans to many ſenſeleſs ſuperſtitions. But SIXTH. , 
his reſemblance is no proof, that he took his opi- 
ion of the meer humanity of Chriſt from the 
hriſtian Nazarenes, 174; 41s 
But it this paſſage is not ſufficiently explicit, th 
econd ſection you will tell me is deciſive. Un- 
fortunately the long paſſage, which you have pro- 
Juced from this ſection, wants to be ſet in order 
before any uſe can be made of it: and when we 
have made the beſt of the preſent text, which I 
rar is too corrupt to be perfectly reſtored without 
ss. it will little ſerve your purpoſe. Much in- 
ce of the confuſion ariſes from a falſe punctua- 
ion, which your own tranſlation ſets in a moſt 
conſpicuous hght, as a little remark which you 
have thrown in, points out the correction of it. 
80 and firſt, he aſſerted that Chriſt was 
« born of the commerce and ſeed of a man, namely 
&« Joſeph, as we ſignified above 4.“ This aſſertion 
of Ebion's had not been ſignified above: it is men- 
tioned in this paſſage for the firſt time. You re- 
mark, that theſe words, “as we ſignified above,” 
refer to the firſt words of the firſt ſection ꝓ. But 
in the firſt words of the firſt ſection we have no ſig- 
nification of Ebion's denial of the miraculous con- 
ception, nor in any words previous to this clauſe 
of the ſecond ſection: and the reference cannot be 
to previous words, for that which no previous words 
coutain. The reference therefore, which is expli- 
citly to ſomething previous, can have no connec- 
tion with the denial of the miraculous conception, 
which is now mentioned for the firſt time. It 
muſt connect however with ſomething in the wri- 
ter's preſent narrative, or it hath no meaning. Now 
in the words which immediately precede the clauſe g 


1 Letters to Dr. H. p. 16. 
F 2 Which 
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Lzrrzs Which regards Ebion's heterodoxy upon the atti. 
SIXTH. cle of the conception, that is in the initial clauſes 
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of this ſection, Epiphanius actually repeats what 
he had ſaid before. With theſe clauſes therefore | 
this reference to the former part of his narrative is 
to be connected, and the intervening clauſe, re- 
garding the conception, ſhould be ſet out as a pa- 
rentheſis. I will now preſent you with the Greek 
text properly pointed, accompanied with two 
tranſlations; your own on one ſide, and mine upon 
the other; that our readers, comparing both with 
the original, may judge for themſelves of the pro. 
priety of each, 1 
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The manner in which Ebion's opinion concern. 
ing the conception of our Lord is mentioned, in 
parentheſis, ſeems to exclude it from thoſe princi. 
ples, which he borrowed from other ſectaries. If 
thoſe other ſectaries therefore were the Nazarenes, 
then this opinion, as it ſhould ſeem, was no prin- 
ciple with them; and this paſſage, like moſt of 
your quotations, contradicts what you have brought 
it up to prove, 1 nd 

You will perhaps object, that if Epiphanius 
meant to inſinuate, that Ebion and the Nazarenes 
held different opinions about Chriſt, he would not 
have named another thing as the ſingle point in 
which they differed, Nor hath he done this, 
Having deſcribed Ebion's doctrine as a compila- 
tion of the extravagancies of other ſects, he 1ays, 
he differed only in a ſingle point. That is, there 
was but a ſingle point in his whole ſyſtem, in which 
he differed from all the ſects from which he bor- 
rowed: which was this, that his Judaiſm was of 


the Samaritan caſt, But it follows not from this, 
that whatever he maintained beſides was to be 


found in the doctrine of the Nazarenes, or of any 


other in particular of the various hereſies of which 


the Ebionæan was compoſed. 7 

But to deal ſincerely ] muſt confeſs, that is not 
at all clear to me, that the Nazarenes are the ſect al 
intended, in the beginning of this ſection, under 
the deſcription of Ebion's contemporaries, from 
whom he borrowed his principles. If they were 
not, this ſection will neither afford any proof of 
your opinion, nor be concluſive on the other ſide, 
The perſons intended are not named, other wiſe 


than by the pronoun : and for this pro- 


ly to be referred to the perſons mentioned laſt be- 


noun, if you examine the original text, you will Wl 


be much at a loſs to find an antecedent. This 
pronoun uled as it is here, as a relative, is general 


fore 


ro DR. PRIESTLE V. 


ding part of this diſcourſe about the Ebionites, 
e Nazarenes are no where mentioned, except in 
at ſentence in which they are joined with the 
MIzans and the Nazarenes, and at the very begin- 
g of the chapter, where they are intended by this 
me pronoun as the ſect deſcribed in the chapter next 
receding. The perſons laſt mentioned in the preſent 
iſcourſe are the Jews and the Samaritans : andꝭ of 
eeſe the pronoun i may be redditive. Ebion might 
e called their contemporary, if he hved before the 
ess intirely loſt their conſideration in the world, 
gaga religious fect ; and while the Samaritans were 
et ſubſiſting as a diſtinct ſect of Judaiſm. He ſet 
Not from the ſame principles with them, becauſe 
e maintained the permanent obligation of the ri- 
ual law. If this be the true expoſition of the. 
wo firſt clauſes of this ſection, it is the purport of 


hat Ebion, even in that part of his doctrine which 
ould not be borrowed either from Jews or Sama- 
F'itans, carried his deſire of accommodating to 
ch principles ſuch a length, as to acknowledge 

or Lord for nothing more than a preacher of 
ighteouſneſs. But this leads to no concluſion about 
he faith of the Nazarenes. 

/ I have ſometimes thought, that the pronoun 
„, might be redditive, not of the Nazarenes 
ny, but of all the ſets which are mentioned in 

the preceding part of the narrative, as furniſhing 
the conſtituent parts of Ebion's ſyſtem ; namely, 
of the Jews, the Samaritans, the Oſſæans, the Na- 
_ cnc, the Cerinthians, and the Carpocratians. 
With all theſe, according to the confuſed chrono- 
bogy of this inaccurate writer, Ebion, as a junior 
_ an elder, was contemporary: and he ſet out 

from the ſame principles with them; inaſmuch as 
all his principles were borrowed, ſome from one - 
theſe 


he parentheſis, which follows them, to remark, 


5 


re in the author's diſcourſe. But in all the pre- 3 
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n theſe ſects, ſome from another; the only thing 
which was peculiar to himfelf being this; that the 
Judaiſm, which he practiſed, was of the Samaritan 
caſt, In this expoſition of the pronoun Wa; the 
importance of the parcnthefis mult be to 'fignity, 
that the meer humanity of Chriſt was made a prin- 
ciple by Ebion, although it was no principle with 
thoſe from whom he borrowed. It was indeed a 
part of the Cerinthian Aoctrine, not as a principle, 
but as a conſequence from principles. The prin- 
ciples of rhe Cerinthian doctrine were the principles 
of the oriental philoſophy : and the denial of our 
Lord's divinity, and of his miraculons conception, 
in the ſyſtem of Cerinthus was a conſequence of 
that cardinal principle of the oriental philoſophy, 
which put eternal enmity between God and every 
thing material. But with Ebion the denial of the 
miraculous conception was itſelf a firſt principle, Mn 
independent of every thing elſe. In this view of 
it again the parentheſis leads to no ahnen con- 
cerning the Nazarenes. 

Which expoſition of the pronoun rilos is to be 
preterred, is a point upon which I can bring my- 
ſelf to no fixed opinion. I very much ſuſpect, as 
I have already obſerved, ſome conſiderable corrup- 
tion of the text. For although Epiphanius is in- 
deed a wretched writer, the obſcurity of this ſen- 
rence, as it ſtands, is more than mere bad writing 
is apt to create. But expound the pronoun as you 
pleaſe the paſſage will be either againſt you, or at 
che beſt nothing to your purpoſe. 

But in a ſubſequent ſentence, Epiphanius ſpeaks, 
it ſeems, ** of the Ebionites as inhabiting the ſame 
country as the Nazarenes;” and adds, „ that 
* agreeing together they communicated of their per- 
« verſeneſs to each other.” It is true, that in the 
paſſage which you have produced Epiphanius 
ſpeaks of the Ebionites as the near neighbours of 

cet- 


b DI. PRIESTLEY, 


renes intended, were they the Chriſtian Nazarenes, 
or the Naſaræan Jews? They are called “ the 
« lawleſs Nazarenes” [ NaCapnyc 0% a&vopaor The 
Chriſtian Nazarenes had nothing in their conduct; 
that might render them deſerving of this epithet. 
Their error was, that they feared to uſe their li- 
berty, not that they abuſed it. The Naſaræan Jews, 
as Jews, were lawleſs in a very emphatie ſenſe; in- 
aſmuch -as they renounced the whole of the Moſaic 
law, except -· that they circumciſed, kept the Sab- 
bath, and paid ſome regard to the ſtared feſtivals; 
It was not, that they denied the authority of 
Moſes ; but, by what may be gathered from Epi- 
phanius's account of them, they pretended that the 
real laws of Moſes were loſt, and that the Penta- 
teuch of the Jews was in all but the hiſtorical parts 
a ſpurious work. U pon theſe principles they held 
fthemſelves releaſed from all rites, but thoſe which 
hc hiſtory itſelf confirmed. This fe& was found 
hiefly in the region of Baſanitis: and in a town 
alled Cochaba, in the ſame region, Epiphanius 
places the original reſidence of Ebion. Theſe Na- 
aræans therefore were neighbours of the Ebionites, 
: — they ſeem to be the people intended in this 
Panlage, « woke | | 
It may perhaps ſeem ſtrange, that any reſem- | 
WW lance ſhould be pretendeg, between a Chriſtian 
ect which adhered to the Moſaic law, and a Jew- 
h ſect which rejected it. But the firſt Ebionites, 
Epiphanius is to be truſted in his deſcription of 
hem, retained nothing more of genuine Judaiſm - 
han the Naſarzans. Whatever more they had 
hich looked like Judaiſm, it was borrowed from 
he Samaritan ſuperſtition. 
But whoever theſe lawleſs Nazarenes might be, 


heir agreement with the Ebionites, is an addition 
8 | of 


 tertain Nazarenes, and of a reſemblance which LT T Ia 
the vicinity of ſituation produced. Bur the Naza- S1xTH. 
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LzerTER of your own, founded on a miſinterpretation of 
SIXTH. the original. Epiphanius anſwers for nothing more 
than ſome general reſemblance. His words are to 

this effect. From hence he began to propagate 

4 his pernicious doctrine; namely, from the tame 

<« parts, which it hath before been ſaid thoſe lau- 

<« Jeſs Nazarenes inhabited. For being contigu- 

* ous, he to them and they to him, each imparted 

<« to the other of his own particular impiety. And 

<« yet in certain things they differ; but in evil 

= ce diſpoſition they were counterparts one to the 
<« other.” What you took for agreement is con- 
| tiguity of ſituation ; and the reſemblance comes at 
| laſt to nothing more, than an undefined general 
| reſemblance, with ſpecific differences, An entire 
1 likeneſs is not pretended in any circumſtance but 
the common depravity.of diſpoſition. 
To theſe paſſages from the chapter about the 
Ebdionites you ſubjoin another, from the 7th ſec- 
tion of the preceding chapter, which treats of the 
Nazarenes. He ſays, that they were Jews in 
ce all reſpects, except that they believed in Chriſt; 
« but I do not know whether they hold the miraculous 
& conception or not +.” This you ſay, '** amounts 
„ to no more than a doubt, which he afterwards 
„ abandoned, by aſſerting that the Ebionites held 
the ſame opinion concerning Chriſt with the 
| „ Nazarenes, which opinion he expreſly ſtates to 
| „be their belief, that Jeſus was a meer man, 


« and the ſon of Joſeph .“ I lament, Sir, that 


* 
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in juſtice to my own cauſe I muſt here openly ooh 
complain of the perverſeneſs of your tranſlation, SI. 

When you cite an antient author, why will you 
make him ſay more or Jeſs than he hath ſaid for 
himſelf? Why got tranſlate literally? that your, 
readers might ſee, how far your account of things 
is ſupported by exprels teſtimony, how far it is 
meer inference; and be enabled to eſtimate -the 
degree of probability, with which each inference is 
accompanied. © — they believed in Chriſt, 
« but I do not know whether they held the mira- 
( culous conception or not.” Is this is a tranſla- 
tion of the words of Epiphanius? It is not. It is 
an artful ſubſtitution of an inference of your own, 
from the author's words, for the words of the au- 
thor, IJ, Sir, in my Charge had furniſhed you 
with a more exact tranſlation #. Why would you 
not adopt it, unleſs you could have made a better 
of your own, or could have ſhewn its impropriety? 
% Concerning Chriit, ſays Epiphanius, I cannot 
% ſay with certainty ſor, I am not informed to ſay 
* 2+ 59% dra] whether they too, carried away 
* with the impiety of the aforementioned Cerinthus 
* and Merinthus, think him a meer man; or atf- 
firm, as the truth is, that he was begotten of 
Mary by the Holy Ghoſt.” To afirm, “as the 
truch is, that Chriſt was begotten of Mary by 

* the Holy Ghoſt,” in Epiphanius's ſenſe of thoſe 
words, was to affirm much more than the miracu- 
lous conception, in any ſenſe in which an unitarian 
might affirm it. It was to affirm our Lord's divi- 
nity. Epiphanius's confeſſion, that he had no 
ground to aſſert, that the Nazarenes held the con- 
trary opinion, amounts to much more than a 
doubt, It amounts to an unwilling confeſſion of a 
bale acculer, who had not the liberality to abſolve 


. Charge, p. 26. 
G 2 
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- convict. As you have not yet produced the paſ- 


this paſſage of Epiphanius, that the Nazarenes were 


-fair and ſophiſticated tranſlation of the paſſage, 


When you do me the honour to argue from ny 
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in explicit terms, when he found himſelf unable to 


ſage, in which Epiphanius aſſerts, that the Naza. 
renes and Ebionites held one opinion concernin 
Chriſt; your aſſertion, that he afterwards abandon. 
ed this doubt, or this acknowledgement, is deſti- 
tute of proof; and it is the fair concluſion from 


orthodox in their opinions concerning Chriſt, This 
1 ſhewed at large in my Charge. You now at. 
tempt to elude my argument, by ſetting up an un- 


upon which my reaſoning was founded. 
Were the identity of the Nazarenes and Ebi. 
onites clearly eſtabliſhed, ſtill you could turn it i 
no advantage, without making good your other a- 
ſertion, that the Nazarenes were originally the very 
ſame with the Hebrew Chriſtians, or the members 
of the Primitive Church of Jeruſalem. But of this 
I cannot find that you have brought a ſhadow of a 
proof, except what you pretend to derive from the 
teſtimony of Origen ; which I ſhall conſider in my 
next letter. You talk indeed of the antiquity of 
the Nazarenes. You bid me obſerve, “ that they 
« were prior to Ebion +.” Of whom you {ay 
that * he was himſ-If co-remporary with the apoſtle 
John .“ And you tell me, that in allowing 
that the“ Jewiſh Chriſtians were diſtinguiſhed by 
e the name of Nazarenes —— -from the 
time that they were ſettled in the country be- 
« yond the ſea of Galilee, I carry the opinions of 
e the Ebionites, as univerſally held by the Jewilh 
“ Chriſtians, to the, very age of the A poltles 5. 


conceſſions, 1 wiſh, Sir, you would report them 


P. 26—28 + Letters to Dr, Horſley, p. 18. 
+ Ibid, $ Ibid. p. 21. 
with 
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no ſuch antiquity to the Nazarenes, as you wou 
laim for them upon the ground of my conceſſions, 
1 ſaid not, that the Jewiſh Chriſtians were diſtin- 
guiſhed by the name of Nazarenes, from the time 
when the firſt ſettlements were made beyond the ſea 
of Galilee, I ſaid, that the ſect of the Nazarenes 
firſt aroſe when thoſe of the Jewiſh Chriſtians, who 
pertinaciouſly retained their Judaiſm, made their 
final ſettlement in thoſe parts, in conſequence of 
Adrian's ſevere edicts, by which the Jews were ba- 
niſhed from the antient fite of Jeruſalem and the 
adjacent region. Thus I carried not the opinions of 
the Ebionites up to the Apoſtolic age: but I fixed 
the riſe of a prior ſect to an epoch little earlier than 
the middle of the ſecond century. I maintained, 
that the Nazarenes at that time ſeparated from the 
main body of the Jewiſh Chriſtians, and appeared 
as a diſtinct fect, It is not allowed by me, that 
from that time, or in any age of the Church, * the 
« whole body of the Jewiſh Chriſtians were diſtin- 
„ guiſhed by the name of Nazarenes.” If any 
ſuch conceſſion may ſeem to be implied in the ex- 
preſſions in which I ſpeak of the Nazarenes in my 
Charge (p. 29) I dilavow it. Appealing againſt 
your aſſertions to the ſenſe of the learned and re- 
verend aſſembly which I had the honour to addreſs; 
I rather ſought expreſſions, which might convey the 
general part of an opinion common to us all, than 
ſuch as might more preciſely mark the particulars 
of my own. That the name of Nazarene was de- 
ſcriptive of a hereſy, I was confident none in that 
aſſembly doubted. I was not equally confident 
but that ſome might doubt, whether that hereſy, 
from the time the name was uſed, embraced not 
the main body of the Jewiſh Chriſtians. Whatever 
doubts might ſubſiſt about the extent, I was con- 

| fident 


with more fidelity and exactneſs. I have * 4 


% 


54 
LzTTzz fident there could be but one opinion, in that aſſem. 
v91XTE. hy, about the chronology of the name. But Ebion, 


to theſe Nazarenes, Suppole that with you I were 
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you ſay, was contemporary with St. John. To that 
circumſtance, when it is proved, I ſhall be diſpo- 
ſed to give great attention. I believe the opinion 
hath no foundation, but in the fooliſh ſtory told by 
Epiphanius of St. John and Ebion in the bath, 
The ſame is told by other wri:ers of St. John and 
Cerinthus; and it hath altogether the air of fiction. 
But ſuppoſe I were to allow the higheſt antiquity 


to place them in the Apoſtolic age. Would this 
oblige me to allow, that they were the true members 
of the Primitive church? Had not the Apoſtolic 
age its ſchiſms and its hereſies? The Simonians, 
the Nicolaitans, the Cerinthians; were not all 
theſe contemporary with the Apoſtles? Were they 
therefore ſound members of the Church of Jeruſa- 
lem? Be pleaſed, Sir, to conſider this queſtion, 
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LE T TER: SEVENTH 
ntinuation of Reply to Dr. Prieftley's Second, —Of 


paſſages in the books againſt Celſus—The firſt miſ- 
interpreted by Dr. Prieſtley in a very important 
point.—No argument to be drawn from the two 


falſe aſſertions in the firſt paſſage. —The opinions of 
the firſt age not to be concluded from the opinions of 
Origen's. 
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Dzar SIR, 
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n 


dwever given a new turn to this part of your ar- 
ment. Your appeal was originally“ to a pre- 
ded acknowledgement of Origen's, that the Na- 
renes and the Ebionites were the ſame people. 
t being made ſenſible , how difficult it muſt be 
find an acknowledgement of this Identity, in a 
iter who never once names the Nazarenes; you 
andon that project, and in the paſſages which 
Te at firſt cited to eſtabliſh this ſuppoſed identity, 


__— e CEE 


mediate proof of your main propoſition, that the 


imitive faith of the Hebrew Church was unita- 
an. Your method is to trace fron Origen the; - 
ich of the Jewiſh Chriſtians in his age, and from 


eir faith to infer that of their anceſtors. 


* Hiſtory of Corruption, Vol, I. * 7. | 
. See the Monthly Review for June 1783, and for Sep- 
mber 1783. 8 

The 


the argument from Origen. — That it reſts on two . 


paſſages in connection. — Ofigen convitied of two 


du have at laft the good fortune to diſcover an 


$5 


N failure of all other proof of your ſuppoſed Lzrrzn 
identity of the Ebionites and Nazarenes, you SEVENTH 
|] appeal to the teſtimony of Origen. You have | 
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urn ſages in the books againſt Celſus; which are very 


was myſelf the firſt to bring forward this paſſage 


onæan doctrine; namely, a denial of our Lord's di- 


nites, in the ſenſe which is here given to that word, 
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The ſtrength of this argument lies in two paſ. 


diſtant from each other, for the one is in the {e- 
cond, the other in the fifth book; and yet they 
muſt be taken in connection to give any colour to 
your reaſoning. You ſet it off indeed to great ad: 
vantage, when, appealing to the firſt of theſe pal: 
ſages, you ſay, that it appears, and that I deny 
not that it appears, that the unbelieving Jews 
c called all thoſe of their race, who were Chriſtians, 
& by the name of Ebionites in the time of Origen;” 
and that Origen's own words are too expreſs, to 
« admit any doubt ot this *.” Truly, Sir, I was 
not likely to deny a groundleſs aſſertion, before i 
was made by my antagoniſt; and you now make 
it for the firſt time; at leaſt I remember nothing 
like it in your former publications. I believe 


from the ſecond book againſt Celſus. In your hiſ- 
tory you 'have appealed to Origen's acknowledge- 
ment of the identity of the Ebionites and Naza- 
renes, without any reference to particular paſſages. 
I produced this paſſage, as of all that I could re- 
collect the molt for your purpoſe +. I produced it 
in order to ſhew, that when it is rightly under- 
ſtood, it is nothing to your purpoſe : for, altho 
the Chriſtians of the circumciſion in general are in 
this paſſage called Ebionites, it is according to a 
peculiar definition of the word, which includes not 
what by other writers always, and by Origen himſelf 
in other places, 1s included in the notion of the Ebi- 


vinity. The Nazareges therefore might be Ebio- 


alcho* they doubted not our Lord's divinity, and 
were quite another ſet of people than the proper 


Letters to Dr, Horſley, p. 18, FT Charge, p. 35. 
Ebionites. 


* 
na 
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daſſage, Origen ſays of the Jewiſh Chriſtians o 
his own time that they were Ebionites®*.” Theſe 
ere my very words. But I ſaid not, that they 
ere the unbelieving Jews, who impoſed this name 
on the converted: and now that you have been 


hat Origen's words are too expreſs to admit a 
loubt, that you have miſtaken his meaning. The 
ntire paſſage of Origen is to this effect 
they of the Jews who believe in Chriſt have not 
abandoned the law of their anceſtors; for they 
live according to it; bearing a name, which 

correſponds with the poor expectations which 
* the law holds out T. For a beggar is called 


* guage] Ebion. And they of the Jews who have 

received Jeſus as the Chriſt, go by the name of 
* Ebionzans,” The converted Jews went, it is 
aid, by this name. But where have you found 
hat the unbelieving Jews impoſed it? Not in 
Origen, Sir; but in the Latin tranſlation of Ge- 
enius. Attend to the reaſons aſſigned by Origen 
or the name, and you cannot but perceive, that 
could never be impoſed by Jews. It was given 
—_ con:cmpt: the objects of the contempt were 
_= dirs of the Moſaic law; and the cauſe of the 
ontempt was the mean opinion, which was enter- 


* Charge, p. 35. | 

T —0% Aro Lad eig Inca Titus 8 al- 
2.04 Tov TXIpioy vopuors G YI x A, imwyvper ThG 
Yale Thy Lxcdo xn Twy aig Te voue eyevnperor. Ebiwy TE 
uo 5 lx mwpe I892i xanalal, „ Ecroyarn . 


8 ou To Ted2iwy roy Inc we Xproov raga dc a tvs 
Origen in Celſum, p. 56. edit. Spencer. 
+ Literally, berag named after the poverty of the law in 


expectation, 
H | tained 


pleaſed to ſay it for me, I deny it; and I maintain, 


among the Jews [chat is in the Hebrew lan- 


57 


hy 
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LeTTER tained by thoſe who gave the name, of expectations 
—_—_ built on legal righteouſneſs. Could theſe, Sir, be 
Es the ſentiments of unconverted Jews? 
"TY It would have been a circumſtance of much ad. 
| vantage to your argument, which I doubt not you 
# well underſtand, that the unconverted Jews ſhould 
have been the coiners of the name: becauſe it 
would have followed, that the name was original 
common to the whole body of the Hebrew Chril- 
tians. Then ſince Origen, in the other paſſage in 
the ;th book, makes, as you obſerve, only two ſorts 
of Ebionites, the one believing, the other denying 
the . miraculous conception; the deduction might 
have ſeemed not unfair, that Origen knew of no 
Hebrew Chriſtians that were not unitarians. 

You will ſay, perhaps, that ſince we have Ort 
gen's teſtimony Fo or the univerſality of the name, 
the argument from the two paſſages taken in con- 
nection may ſtill proceed. If I could admit the 
univerſality of the name upon Origen's teſtimony, 

I ſhould inſiſt that his deſcription of the twofold 

a Ebionites, in the fifth book, is not exactly what 
"Mr you take 1t to be. 1 ſhould remark, that the 
words, coo; nei, © in like manner as we do," 

make an important branch of the character of the 


1 milder ſort e theſe, ſays he, are the double 
3 « Ebionites ; who either confeſs Jeſus born of 1 

| virgin, in like manner as we do, or think he was 
1 « not born in that manner, but like other men“. 
1 ö I ſhould maintain, that the words * in like manner 
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ief in the miraculous conception, which he ſays 
he Nazarenes, for aught he knew to the contrary, 
ight hold; and I ſhould contend, that Origen 
firms; but with leſs equivocation, of theſe better 


he Nazarenes, that they held the catholic doctrine 
concerning the nature of out Lord. And in this 
manner the words of Origen ſeem to have been un- 
derſtood both by Grotius and Voſſius; when they 
allow, that the Nazarenes, though orthodox in this 
part of their faith, are included, in this paſſage of 
WO rizen's fiſth book, in the appellation of Ebionites. 
ſhould contend, that if the former paſſage prove 
the name general for the whole body of the Hebrew 
Chriſtians ; the latter equally proves, that the no- 
tion of an unitarian was not neceſſarily included in 
it. The connection tlierefore of theſe two paſſages 
makes litile for your purpoſe, ' ſince the ſecond 
erves but to overthrow the argument, which might 
ee built upon the Grit. It juſtifies what I advanced 
in my Charge, upon a preſumption that the firſt 
lingly would be made the foundation of the argu- 
ment from Origen; that the word Ebionite, in Ori- 


grown its original meaning. | 

In this manner | ſhould combat your argument 
from theſe two paſſages; were it not that I think too 
lightly of the teſtimony of Origen, in what relates 
to the Hebrew Chriſtians, to be ſolicitous to turn 
It to my own advantage. Let his words be taken 
| as you underſtand them; and fo far as the faith of 


tion, let him appear as an evidence on your ſide.— 
I ſhall take what you may think a bold ſtep. I 
ſhall tax the veracity. of your witneſs—of this Ori- 
Een. I ſhall tell you, that whatever may be the 


E-bionites, what Epiphanius reluctantly confeſſes of 


gen's time, or at leaſt in his uſe of it, had out- 


the Hebrew Chriſtians of his own time is in quel- 


H 2 general 


| - BY: 
© as we do,” are equivalent to the words © as the EAT. 
truth is,” in Epiphanius's deſcription of that be- SgvenTl 
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general credit of his character, yet in this buſineſs 


Nyvrxxrn the particulars of his depoſition are to be little re. 


garded, when he ſets out with the allegation of 2 


notorious falſhood. He alleges of the Hebrey 


Chriſtians in general, that they had not renounced 
the Moſaic law. The aſſertion ſerved him for an 
anſwer. to the invective, which Celſus had put in 
the mouth of a Jew againſt the converted Jews, as 
deſerters of the laws and cuſtoms of their anceſtors, 
The anſwer was not the worſe for wanting truth, 
if his Heathen antagoniſt was not ſufficiently m- 
formed in the true diſtinctions of Chriſtian ſects, to 
detect the falſehood. But in all the time which he 
ſpent in Paleſtine, had Origen never converſed 
with Hebrew Chriſtians of another ſort ? Had he 
met with no Chriſtians of Hebrew families, of the 


church of Jeruſalem? Was the Moſaic law ob- 


ſerved, was it tolerated, in Origen's days, in the 
church of Jeruſalem, when that church was under 
the government of Biſhops of the uncircumciſion? 
The fact is, that after the demolition of Jeruſalem 
by Adrian, the majority of the Hebrew Chriſtians, 


who muſt have paſſed for Jews with the Roman 


magiſtrates, had they continued to adhere to the 


Moſaic Law, which to this time they had obſerved 
more from habit than from any principle of con- 


ſcience, made no ſcruple to renounce it; that they 


might be qualified to partake in the valuable pri- 
vileges of the lian Colony, from which Jews were 
excluded. Having thus diveſted themſelves of the 
form of Judaiſm, which to *that time They had 
born, they removed from Pella, and other towns 
to which they had retired, and ſettled in great 
numbers at Alia. The few, who retained a ſu- 
perſtitious veneration for their law, remained in 


the North of Galilee, where they were joined per- 


haps by new fugitives of the ſame weak character 
from Paleſtine, And this was the beginning cf 


the 
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whatever Origen may pretend to ſerve a purpoſe, 


law, and lived in communion with the Gentile 
Biſhops of the new-modclled church of Jeruſalem; 
for the name was retained though Jeruſalem was no 


All this I affirm with the leſs heſitation, being ſup- 
ported by the authority of Moſheim *. From whom 
indeed I firſt learnt to rate the teſtimony of Origen, 
in this particular queſtion, at its true value . 

It is in defiance therefore of the fact, and I fear 
of his own knowledge of the fact, that Origen 
affirms of the Hebrew Chriſtians in general, that 
they lived in the obſervance of the Moſaic law : 
and it mult be equally in defiance of the fact that 
he affirms, that they were all in general called 
Ebionites : for he pretends not, that this name 

nerally belonged to them otherwiſe than as Judai- 
zers. His expreſſions in the paſſage in the fifth 
book ſeem to imply a retractation of both theſe aſ- 
ſertions. For there he ſpeaks only of ſome, who, 
with the profeſſion of Chriſtianity, retained the 
practice of Judaiſm. Theſe ſome he ſays were the 
Ebionites; and, which is more, he deſcribes theſe 
Ebionites, not indeed as univerſally unitarians, but 
as deſpicable wretched heretics, whoſe extravagan- 
cies could bring' no diſgrace upon the Chriſtian 
church, of which they were no part. Were the 
Hebrew Chriſtians, living in communion with the 
Biſhop of Jeruſalem, in the days of Origen, no part 


of it, in Origen's own judgment, they were no 


* De rebus Chriſtianorum ante Conſtantinum. Sæc. II. 
y. 38. Not.“ 42 

T See his Diſſertation about Ebion, which is the tenth in 
order in the Firſt Volume of a Collection, intitled, Di/erta- 
(tones ad Eifteriam Eccleſſaſlicam pertinentes. 


Ebionites, 


61 


SEVENTS 


the majority of the Hebrew Chriſtians forſook their 


more, and the ſeat of the Biſhop was at lia. 


of the true church of Chriſt ? If they were a part 


the ſet of the Nazarenes. But from this time, Laras 
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LerTe* Ebionites. © I would not believe this witneſs upor 
SevenTH ce his oath,” ſays Moſheim, © vending, as he ma. 
“ nifeſtly does, ſuch flimly lies *.“ 8 
I may now, Sir, without damage to my cauſe, 
freely make you a preſent of the whole teſtimony 
of Origen, not only as it is given by him, but as it 
is interpreted by you. As it is given by him, it 
ſtates, that the Hebrew Chriſtians in his time 
Vere generally Judaizers. As interpreted by you, 
it ſtates, that in his time they were generally uni- 
tarian. But if this teſtimony were more unexcep- 
tionable than it is, and this ſenſe of the teſtimony 
leſs doubtful, what evidence would it afford, that 
the firſt Hebrew Chriſtians were Unitarians, in the 
time of the Apoſtles? | 
You pretend not, that this would follow by ne- 
ceſſary conſequence. But you ſay, if the Jewiſh 
. « Chriſtians were univerſally Ebionites in the time 
of Origen, the probability is, that they were very 
« generally ſo in the time of the Apoſtles +.” 
Whence ſhould this probability ariſe? From this 
general maxim, it ſeems; that whole bodies of 
men do not ſoon change their opinion 1. You 
are indeed, Sir, the very laſt perſon, who might 
have been expected to form concluſions upon an 
hiſtorical queſtion from meer theory, in defiance of 
the experience of mankind : in defiance of the ex- 
perience of our own country and our own times. 
How long is it, ſince the whole body of diſſenters 
in this kingdom (the ſingle ſect of the quakers ex- 
cepted) took their ſtandard of orthodoxy from the 
opinions of Calvin? Where ſhall we now find a 
diſſenter, except perhaps among the dregs of Me- 
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Ego huic teſti, etiamſi jurato, qui tam manifeſto fumos 
vendit, me non crediturum eſſe -confirmo, Moſheim de 
Ebione. F. x, | 

+ Letters to Dr. H. p. 21. 

1 wid. | 

thodiſm, 
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hodiſm, who would not think it an affront to be LET rz 

aken for a Calviniſt? _ SEVENT tg 
I now, Sir, take my leave of your argument * Þ 

rom the Nazarenes. I truſt I have ſhewn, that, al- * 

hough it is the chief ſtrength of your cauſe, it was 

well intitled to a place among my ſpecimens of in- 

ufficient proof, of which it was the fourth in 

prder, Before I proceed to examine other parts 

pf the evidence, by which you think to eſtabliſh 

the high antiquity of the unitarian doctrine ; give 

me leave to remind you, that, although you have 

overlooked it, a very poſitive proof is at this day 

extant in the world; that the Divinity of Chriſt 

was the belief of the very firſt Chriſtians. This 

{hall be the ſubje& of my next letter. 


I am, &c, 
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LETTER EIGHTH. 


A poſitive proof ſtill extant that our Lord's divinity 
was the belief of the very firſt Chriſtians.-—The 
Epiſtle of St. Barnabas not the work of an apoſtle, 
but a production of the apoſtolic age—cited as ſuch 
by Dr. Prieſtley. —The author a Chriſtian of the 
Hebrews—a believer in our Lord's divinity—writes 
to Chriſtians of the Hebrews concurring in the ſam 


belief. 
PDEAR SIR, 


AM to produce a poſitive proof, that the diyi- 
nity of our Lord was the belief of the very 

rſt Chriſtians. Give me leave then to aſk your 
Opinion of that book, which hath been current in 
the church from the very firſt ages, under the title 
of The Epiſtle of St. Barnabas, It is quoted you 
know by Clemens Alexandrinus, not to mention 
later writers, as the compoſition of Barnabas the 
apoſtle. Take no alarm, Sir—I ſhall not claim a 


place for it in the canon. I ſhall not contend that 


any apoſtle was its author. I am well perſuaded 
of the contrary. But the reaſons which perſuade 
me, are ſuch as ought to have no weight with you, 
if you will be true to your own principles. The 
ſtyle is indeed embarrafſed and undignified; the 
reaſoning is often unnatural and weak. Texts of 
the Old Teſtament are drawn by violence to alle- 


- gorical ſenſes, which are inadmiſſible; as when 


Moſes, encouraging the Iſraelites to take poſlel- 
ſion of the promiſed land, is ſuppoſed to exhort 
the Jews to embrace the Chriſtian relig.on z and 
in the deſcription of Canaan, as a land flowing "_ 
| * milk 


10 DR. PRIESTLEY, 


of the goſpel. The attempt to find evangelical 
types in the Jewiſh rites is injudiciouſly conducted. 
The eſſential part of a rite, which was of divine 
appointment, is often ſuperficially treated; and 
the ſuppoſed ſenſe of ſubordinate ceremomes, and 
thoſe very often of human inſtitution and of no 
ſignificance, is purſued with a trifling exactneſs: 
thus in the expolition of the red heifer, and in that 
of the ſcape goat, the ſtreſs is principally laid upon 
circumſtances about which the divine law 1s ſilent. 
But what may leaſt of all be reconciled with the 
apoſtolic ſpirit, is that ſtrange cabaliſtic proceſs, 
by which the name of Jelus and the croſs are 
drawn from the number of Abraham's armed do- 
meſtics ; and the great credit which. the author 
gives himſelf for ſuch diſcoveries. My notion of 
inſpiration will not allow me to believe, that an 
inſpired apoſtle could be the writer of ſuch a book, 
and be vain of having written it. Your principles 
leave yuu at liberty to be leſs ſcrupulous. You, 
who have convicted St. Paul of reaſoning; to pre- 
carious concluſions *, may eafily admit that St. 
Barnabas, the companion of St. Paul, might reaſon 
from falſe premites. You, who think that one 
apoitle © has ſtrained his imagination very mucht” 
to find analogies between the rites of Judaiſm and 
lomething in Chriſtianity, may caſily ſuppoſe that 
another apoſtle from the ſame motive, a delire of 
reccnciling the Jews to Chriſtianity, may have 
ſtrained much more to make the analogy much more 
complete. I can therefore ſee no reaſon, why you 
ſhould not receive what is called the Epiſtle of St. 
Barnabas, extravagant and nonſenſical as it is in 


* Hiſtory of Corruptions, vol. II. p. 370. 
1 yol. I. p. 24. 
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SHTH: apoſtle. But this is much more than I deſire, and 


tolic age: in the fifth ſection of your hiſtory of 


terrarum dominus, cui dixit die ante conſtitutionem ſæculi 


bl 
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much more than is neceſſary to my argument. | 
ſuppoſe, however, that you will allow, what all 
allow, that the book is a production of the apoſ- 


the doctrine of atonement, you quote it among the 
writings of the apoſtolic fathers. I think it fair 
to remind you of this circumſtance, left you ſhould 
haſtily advance a contrary opinion, when you find 
the teſtimony of this writer turned againſt you. 
You allow him a place then among the fathers ot 
the apoſtolic age: and will you not allow that he 
was a believer in our Lord's divinity ? I will not 
take upon me, Sir, to anſwer this queſtion for you; 
but I will take upon me to ſay, that whoever de- 
nies it, muſt deny it to his own. ſhame. * The 
“ Lord, ſays Barnabas, ſubmitted to fuffer for our 
<« ſoul, although he be Taz LORD or THE WHOLE 
* EARTH, unto whom he ſaid, the day before the 
« world was finiſhed, Let us make man after our 
« image and our likeneſs 1. Again, — for if 
&« he had not come in the fleſh, how could we 
<«<. mortals ſeeing him have been preſerved ; when 
they who behold the ſun, which is to periſh and 
« js the work of his hands, are unable to look 
* directly againſt its rays d. Compare Deut. xvill. 
16. Exod. xxxill. 20. Judges vi. 23. and Xii. 
22. Again — if then the Son of God, be- 
«* ing Lord, and being to judge the quick and 
« dead, ſuffered to the end that his wound might 
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t Dominus ſuſtinvit pati pro animũ noſtrà, cum fit orbis 


« Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et ſimilitudinem noſtram. 
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10 De. PRI ESTLEY. 


« Us.“ And again, Mean while thou haſt 
« ſthe whole doctrine} concerning the majeſty of 
« Chriſt; how all things were made for him and 
« through him; to whom be honour, power, and 
« olory, now and for ever .“ He who penned 
thele ſenten es was ſurely a devout behever in our 
Lord's divinity. It is needleſs to obſerve, that he 
was a Chriſtian ; and almoſt as needleſs to obſerve, 
that he had been a Jew, For in that age nane but 
a perſon bred in Judaiſm could poſſeſs that minute 
knowledge of the Jewiſh rites, which is diſplayed 
in this book, In the writer therefore of the epiſtle 
of St. Barnabas, we have one inftance of a Hebrew 
Chriſtian of the apoſtolic age, who believed in our 
Lord's divinity. | 

But this is not all. They muſt have been ori- 
ginally Jews to whom this epiſtle was addreſſed. 
The diſcourfe ſuppoſes them well acquainted 
with the Jewiſh rites, which are the chief ſubject 
of it: and indeed to any not bred in Judaiſm the 
book had been unintereſting and unintelligible. 
They were Hebrew Chriſtians therefore, to whom 
a brother of the circumciſion holds up the doc- 
trine of our Lord's divinity. He upholds it, not 
barely as his own perſuaſion, but as an article of 
their common faith. He brings no arguments to 
prove it —he employs no rhetoric to recommend it. 
He mentions it as occaſion occurs, without ſhew- 
ing any anxiety to inculcate it, or any apprehen- 
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“ make us alive; let us believe that the Son of Lerree 
« God had no power to ſuffer had it not been for EI. 


68 LETTERS in REPLIT 


LeTTEeR fjon, that it would be denied or doubted, He 

Eionrn. mentions it in that unheſitating language, Which 

implies that the public opinion ſtood with his 

own. So that in this writer we have not only an 

inſtance of an Hebrew Chriſtian, of the apoſtolic 

age, holding the doctrine of our Lord's divinity; 

but in the book we have the cleareſt evidence, 

that this was the coinmon faith of the Hebrew 

Chriſtians of that age, or in other words, of the pri- 

mitive church of Jeruſalem. 

This, Sir, is the proof, which I had to produce 

of the conſent of that church with the later Gentile 

churches in this great article. It is ſo direct and 

full, though it lies in a narrow compals, that if 

this be laid in the one ſcale, and your whole maſs 

of evidence drawn, from incidental and ambiguous 
alluſions 1n the other, 

« The latter will fly up, and kick the beam ” 


I am, &c. 


LETTER 


ro Dx PRIEST LET. 6 


LETTER NINTH. 


be proof of the orthodoxy of the firſt age overturns 
Dr. Prieſtley's arguments from Hegeſippus nd. 
Tuſtin Martyr —Hegifippus, a voucher for thegtri- 
nitarian faith—Dr. Prieſt es own principlgs ſet 
aſide his interpretation of Tuſtin Martyr —Dr. 
Prieſtley himſelf gives it up. Tertullian makes no 
acknowledgement of any popularity of the Unitarian 
tenets in his own time. 


Oo 
DAR SIR, 


NCE it is proved of the firſt Chriſtians of the LzTTzx 
O circumciſion, that they were believers in our N**T*- 
orc's divinity ; what becomes of your two argu- 
ents to the contrary from Hegeſippus and Juſtin 
__artyr? | | 
The argument from Hegeſippus reſted on a pre- 
mption, that Hegeſippus himſelf was an Unita- 
an. That Hegeſippus himſelf was an Unitarian 
ss preſumed, becauſe he was a Chriſtian of the 
ebrews, and the Chriſtians of the Hebrews were 
ppoſed to be generally of that perſuaſion. But 
ow that the reverſe is proved of the Hebrew. 
hriſtians, the preſumption muſt be reverſed con- 
ring Hegeſippus. Hegeſippus muſt be deemed 
o Unitarian, and all conſequences deduced from 
e contrary ſuppoſition muſt be reverſed, or at 
aſt they will vaniſh. 
You remark indeed that Hegeſippus, enumerat- 
s che hereſies of his times, makes no mention 
g of 
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LerTzr of the Ebionæan “.“ But this, I ſuppoſe, is men: 
Nixrn. tioned only as a circumſtance, that might ſeem to 
corroborate the inference from the ſuppoſed preva. 
lency of the Ebionzan teners in the antient Hebrey 
church, if that ſuppoſition might be allowed tg 
ſtand. It will hardly be pretended, that this ci 
cumſtance alone will amount to a proof, that He. 
geſippus was a diſſenter from what hath been ſhewn 
to be the prevailing opinion of his church. Of 
the five books of his Eccleſiaſtical Commentaties 
nothing more ſurvives than a few ſentences, cute 
by Euſebius in different parts af his hiſtory, which 
brought altogether might perhaps fill two page: 
and a half in a folio of a middling fize, In thele 
fragments no mention occurs af the Ebionæan be- 
reſy. Is it therefore to be concluded that the Ebi 
onites were not mentioned, or not mentioned as 
Heretics, in the entire work? Or where is the co- 
y of this argument? In certain fragments 0 

the work of Hegeſippus the Ebionites are not men- 
tioned as Heretics, therefore the author was him. 
ſelf an Ebionite. 20 
Scanty as theſe fragments are, Providence hat 
ſo ordered, that clear evidence is to be found in 
them that Hegeſippus was no Ebionite, and that ll 
his teftimony is to be found in them in favour 
the catholic faith. That he was no Ebionite ap- 
pears with the higheſt evidence from a little ci 
cumſtance incidentally mentioned by Eufebuy, 
which thoſe who only look through antient writer 
might be very apt to overlook. Euſebius relates 
that Hegeſippus cited the Proverbs of Solomon, b. 
a title which implied his acknowledgement of the 


_ Hiſtory of Corruptions, vol. I, p. 8. and vol, II. p. 486, 
Reply to Monthly Review for June, p. 8. Letters to D. 
Holley, p. 143. 


book: 


To Dx. PRIESTLE x. 


the whole of that. His teſtimony in favour of 
the Catholic faith is contained in his declaration 
& that he found in all the churches which he viſit- 
ed in his journey to Rome, that faith maintained 
« which was agreeable to the law, the prophets, 
“ and the doctrine of our Lord .“ Hegeſippus, 
in this declaration, bears his teſtimony to the faith 
of all the churches at this time, that it was the 
faith which Chriſt had taught. But what faith the 
churches at this time maintained, let Irenæus and 
Juſtin teſtify : and where is the Unitarian, who 
will have the forehead to affirm, that the faith, 
deſcribed as the faith catholic by lrenæus and by 
Juſtin, was any other than the Trinitarian ? 

So much for Hegeſippus. Now for Juſtin 
Martyr, your argument from his ſuppoſed apo- 
logy tor his own opinions as contrary to the gene- 
ral and prevailing, reſts on a particular interpre- 
tation of certain expreſſions, which in themſelves 
perhaps are not free from ambiguity. But this 
interpretation, Sir, reſts on your aſſumption, that 
the firſt Chriſtians were Unitarian. This being 
now diſproved, I will reaſon againſt your inter- 
pretation from your own principles, and, with lit- 
tile variation, in your own words; and from the 
contrary interpretation I will deduce the contrary 
concluſion, | 
Juſtin wrote you know, © about the year 140; 
* 1. e. about 80 years after the time of the apoſ- 
* tlesh.” If we conſider the ſtate of opinions in 
their time „ we can hardly doubt, whether Juſ- 
tin aſſerts it or not, that the doctrine of our 


+ Euſeb, Eee. Hiſt. lib. iv, c. 22. f bid. 
Reply to Monthly Review for June, p. 17, 
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book +: whereas the Ebionites acknowledged no LerrTes 
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dence, that it was the opinion of the church in 
the age of the apoſtles; and it is not likely, that fo 
important a doctrine ſnould be generally abandoned 
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Lord's divinity * muſt have been the prevailing 
one in his time .“ For we have certain evt 


in ſo ſhort a time as fourſcore years 5. And if 
we take in another well authenticated circum- 
ſtance, we ſhall be obliged to reduce this ſhort 
ſpace to one ſtill ſhorter. Hegeſippus fays 
that the church of Jeruſalem continued a 
virgin, or free from hereſy till the death of Si. 
meon, who ſucceeded James the Juſt, that is, 
till the time of Trajan j, or about the year 100 
or perhaps 110. Knowing therefore ( fron 
another evidence that of Barnabas) what this pu- 
rity of Chriſtian faith was, and what Hegeſip- 
pus muſt have known it to be, we have only 
the ſpace of 40, or perhaps 30 years, for {0 
oreat a change. So rapid at that particular pe- 
riod muſt have been that movement, which we 
find by experience to be naturally one of the 
very ſloweſt in the whole ſyſtem of nature, viz. i 
the revolution of opinions in great bodies of 
men. Can it then be thought probable, that 
the generality either of Jewiſh or Gentile Chril- 

tians, or of both conſidered as one body, the 

5: TAE, ſhould have abandoned the doctrine 

of our Lord's divinity * in the time of Juſtin 

Martyr ++”. Certainly not. The words there- 
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not be intended to convey the ſenſe, which you and 
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Dr. Prieſtley's words are the fimple humanity of Chrift. 
See my laſt Letter. 


Reply to Monthly Review for June, p. 17. 


|| Euſeb. Ecc. Hift. lib. 3. c. 32. 
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your vindicator would jmpoſe upon them. On 3 
II WE >, 


the contrary they muſt be underſtood as an aſſer- 
tion, or at leaſt as an inſinuation, that the opinion 
of our Lord's meer humanity was generally con- 
demned. | ; | 
once thought to have entered minutely into 
every part of the argument, which you and your 
vindicator have framed from this paſſage of Juſtin. - 
But I find myſelf excuſed from that taſk by your 
candid acknowledgement, in the ſixth article of 
your poſtſcript, that you are influenced in your 
conſtruction of this paſſage by your own particular 
opinions; © and that another perſon, having a dif- 
« ferent perſuaſion concerning the ſtate of opinions 
* in that age, will naturally be inclined to put 
a different conſtruction upon it “.“ A paſſage 
which may bear one or another conſtruction, ac- 
cording to the previous perſwaſions of the reader, 
can be of little avail on either fide. You are wel- 
come to all the proof of that fort, which you will 
take the trouble to amaſs. You ſeem, Sir, not in- 
ſenſible of its inſignificance. Perceiving at laft, 
that the expreſſions of Juſtin, when you have 
made the moſt of them, are but ambiguous, you 
are inclined to lay but little ſtreſs upon the paſ- 
ſage, You reſume the conſideration of it, with a 
declaration that you are not “ ſollicitous about 
* trifles +.” IJ muſt remark however, that expreſ- 
lions, which in themſelves might be very ambigu- 
ous, may receive a deſinite ſenſe from the known 
hiſtory of the writer's times. This is the caſe in 
| this paſſage of Juſtin. His words conſidered by 
themſelves are ambiguous : but connected with the 
opinions of the writer and of his age, they afford 
a deciſive teſtimony againſt you. | 


Letters to Dr, H. p. 130. + Ibid. p. 127. 
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Who always make the majority of believers, be. 
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But you think, if Juſtin Martyr and Hege. 
ſippus fail, you have ſtill the poſitive teſtimony 
of Tertullian to oppoſe to my concluſions from 
the faith of the firſt Chriſtians. Tertullian, who 
was little younger than Juſtin, complains that in 
his time the Unitarian doctrine was the general 
perſuaſion. * The ſimple, the ignorant, and the 
„ unlearned, who are always a great part of the 
« body of Chriſtians, becauſe the rule of faith 
transfers their worſhip of many Gods to the one 
* true God, not underſtanding that the unity of 
& God is to be maintained, but with the œcono- 
% my, dread this ceconomy *,” I muſt confels, 
ſir, here ſeems to be a complaint againſt the un- 
learned Chriſtians as in general unfavourable to 
the Trinitarian doctrine, But the complaint is of 
your own raiſing. Tertullian will vouch but for 
a very {mall part of it. Simple perſons F, ſays 
Tertullian (not to call them ignorant and ideots) 


e cauie the rule of faith itſelf carries us away from 
« the many gods of the heathen to the one true 
God, not underſtanding that one God is indeed 
to be believed, but with an ceconomy (or ar- 
* rangement) of the Godhead, ſtartle at the 
* ceconomy. They take it for granted, that the 
number and diſpoſition of the Trinity is a div 
* {ion of the Unity. They pretend that two, and 
* even three are preached by us, and imagine that 

they themſelves are the worſhippers of one God. 
We, they ſay, hold the monarchy. Latins have 


cc 


* Hiſt. Corrupt. vol. I, p. 5 5. 
- + Simplices enim (nec dixerim imprudentes et idiot] 
quæ major ſemper credentium pars eſt, quoniam et ipfa re: 
gula fidei, a pluribus diis ſeculi, &c. non intelligentes uni. 


cum quidem, fed cum ſua oconomia credendum, expaveſcuit 
ad conomiam. 


ce caught 


ro DR. PRIESTLEY. 


« underſtand æconomia. Let the author's words 
be thus exactly rendered, and you will find in them 
neither complaint, nor acknowledgement, of a ge- 
neral prevalence of the Unitarian doctrine among 
Chriſtians of any rank. Tertullian alleges, that 


nor with all the illiterate, but with thoſe only, who 
were ignorant and ſtupid in the extreme. To pre- 
clude the plea of numbers, he remarks that the il- 
literate will always make the majority of believers, 
“Some ſimple people, he ſays, take alarm at the 
notion of a plurality of perſons in the unity of 
* the Godhead, Simple people ſaid 1! I ſhould 
„ have ſaid, ignorant and dull, who have never 
* been made to comprehend the true ſenſe of the 
* apoltles creed; which ſpeaks of one God, in 
* oppoſition only to a plurality of independent 
* Gods worſhipped by the heathen, without any 
reſpect to the metaphyſical unity of the Deity. 
* When it is conſidered, that perſons of mean en- 


* dowments muſt always be the majority of a 


body, collected, as the church is, from all ranks 
« of men; it were no wonder, if the followers of 
* the Unitarian preachers were more numerous 
than they really are.” This, Sir, is the natural 
expolition of the paſſage, which you cite as Ter- 
tullian's reſtimony of the popularity of your fa- 
vourite opinions in his own time. It is no ſuch 
teſtimony. It is a charge of ignorance againſt your 
party; of ſuch ignorance as would invalidate the 
plea of numbers, if that plea could be ſet up. 
The argument w hich you build upon the rank and 
condition of Tertullian's Unitarians, who were 
common or unlearned people, can be of no force, 
unleſs it could be proved, that the Unitarian opi- 
mon was general in this rank of Chriſtians. The 

K 2 com- 


what credit it obtained was only with the illiterate: 


75 


« caught up the word monarchia, Greeks will not EEE 


INTH. 


26 
LETTER common people, who will be the laſt to depart 
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E. from the opinions of their anceſtors, when they are 


left to themſelves; will on the other hand be the 


firſt to be ſtaggered with difficulties, and, for that 


reaſon, the firit to be miſledde. Whatever there. 
fore might be the novelty of the Unitarian doc- 
trine in the age of Tertullian, it is no wonder that 
it ſhould find admirers among the moſt ignorant 
and ſtupid of the common people. 

You mult ſearch, Sir, for {ome clearer teſtimony, 
than any that is to be found in Tertullian, Juſtin 
Martyr, or the few ſurviving fragments of - He- 
geſippus, to oppoſe to my proof from the Epiſtle 
of St. Barnabas. | 


1 am, &c. 


LETTER 
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ro DR. PRIESTLE x. 


LETTER TENA. 


In reply to Dr. Prieſtley's third letter, in which he 
would prove that the primitive Unitarians were 
not deemed Heretics==His arguments from Tertul- 
lian, Tuſtin Martyr, and Ireneus, confuted by the 
Monthly Reviewers —The inſufficiency of Dr. 
Prieſiley's reply — The arguments from Clemens 
Alexandrinus, and from Jerome confuted. 


Dear Six, 


pretend to bring, that the Unitarian doctrine was 
orthodoxy in the firſt age; or you would have been 
leſs follicitous to ſhew, that the primitive Unita- 
rians were not deemed Heretics. For a proof that 
confeſſed orthodoxy was not deemed hereſy, or in 
other words, that the orthodox did never excom- 
municate themſelves, might have been ſpared. This 
however is the ſubject of your third letter. Your 
arguments from the apoſtles creed, as it is ſtated hy 
Tertullian *; from the little ſeverity with which 
Irenzus ſpeaks of the Ebionites +; and from the 
relpect with which Juſtin Martyr treats thoſe blaſ- 
phemers 4, for that is the appellation by which 
his regard for them is expreſſed, have been already 


ſo completely anſwered by my good and able ally $ 


Letters to Dr. H. p. 27, 28. 4 — p. 32. I —Þ. 31. 
© Dr. Horſley conſiders this writer as learned in eccleſi- 


cal hiſtory, and may wiſh to have him for an ally.” Pre- 
face to Letters to Dr. H. p. xxi. 


the 


T ſhould ſeem, that you have ſome ſecret mif- LerTEA 
truſt in your own hows of the proof which you TRR. 
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Lrrrzx the Monthly Reviewer“, that little is left for me to 
Tkxru. ſay upon the ſubject, ' 

I muſt take this occaſion to declare, that you 
are perfectly right in your conjecture , that I en- 
tertain a high opinion of that Gentleman's learning 
in Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, Indeed my opinion of 

his learning hath been gradually riſing, while yours 
hath been going down : and what you predict. 
ed is at laſt come to pals; I think myſelt happy 
in the alliance of that able Critic. I am informed 
by your laſt publication ||, that my valuable ally 
is the Rev. Mr. Samuel Badcock, a diſſenting mi. 
niſter at South Molton, in Devonſhire. Whether 
the information be exact, it is not to my purpoſe 
to enquire, To whatever denomination of Chril- 
tians my worthy fellow-labourer may belong, he is 
a learned and an able advocate of the faith which 
was at firſt delivered to the Saints, and his alliance 
will nor be diſgracefull, though he chooſes to 
fight in a reviewer's armour. Indeed I cannot fee 
for what reaſon the alliance of a Chriſtian divine, 
although he were a reviewer by profeſſion (1 have 
my doubts, whether the reputed Mr. Badcock comes 
within that deſcription) bur upon the ſuppoſition 
that he comes within it, I cannot fee why his alliance 
ſhould be leſs creditable than that, which you, Sir, 
ſo obſequiouſly court, withJew, Turk, Heretic, and 
Infidel. You ſeem to think it unfair, that your 
antagoniſt ſhov!4 avail himſelf of the prodigious 
advantage, which the review gives him, of a cheap 
and immente circulation C. This complaint, Sit, 
really comes with an ill grace from you, who ate 
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among the common people, in pamphlets pub- 


purchaſed at the caſy price of ſixpence, a groat, 
and even twopence. Some reſerve on our part 
might be proper, if any were obſerved on yours. 


to take a part in the diſpute, it is our duty to 
guard them, what we can, from ſeduction; to take 
advantage of every mode of cheap and general cir- 
culation, that the antidote may be as widely ſpredde, 
and as eaſy to be had, as the medicated phials.— 
I return to my ſubject. | | 

Juſtin Martyr's reſpect for the unitarians of his 
time, you colle& from certain paſſages, in which, 
ſpeaking of heretics with the higheſt indignation, 
he makes no alluſion, as you conceive, to the uni- 
tarians. My learned ally replies“, that in one of 
theſe paſſages Juſtin Martyr expreſsly alludes to 
the Unitarians, under the very honourable charac- 
ter of blaſphemers of Chriſt, whoſe coming had 
been announced by the Prophets, He remarks, 
that in this paſſage Juſtin couples the name of 
Chriſt with the title of God of Abraham, Iſaac, 
% and Jacob,“ in a manner, which, as it muſt 
bring to every learned reader's recollection other 
paſſages of the holy martyr's writings, in which 
Chriſt and the God of Abraham are deſcribed as 
the very ſame perſon, clearly defines the particular 
blaſphemy, which was the ſubject of the accuſation. 
My learned ally complains, that your tranſlation 
of this paſſage is ſo managed, as to conceal this al- 
luſion to the unitarian hereſy; and to convey * no 
idea of diſtinction between the Maker of the 
* world and the God of Abraham, Iſaac, and 
* Jacob.” He might have added another com- 


* Monthly Review for January 1784, p. 61, 62. 
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liſhed for their benefit in an ordinary form, to be 


But while you invite the moſt illiterate of the laity 
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very day diffuſing your dangerous doctrines LzTTzR 
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Lzrrza plaint; that in your tranſlation you have ſuppreſſ 
Turn. another clauſe in the ſame period, in which certain 
perſons are treated with great ſeverity, . who, in- 
« ſtead of worſhipping Telus” [inſtead of paying 
him divine worſhip, for that is proper force of the 
verb o:6:iy] © confeſſed him only in name.” Your 
reply * is indeed very extraordinary. It conſiſts of 
three parts. An apology for the omiſſions ; a de. 
fence of your argument; a flat denial 4, that you 
have made the omiſſions, for which however you 
have condeſcended to apologize. 

Your apology is, that the omiſſions were made 
to ſborten a long Greek quotation F. But, Sir, the 
omiſſions are in your Engliſh tranſlation ; and the 
Greek, which is given at length at the bottom of 
your page, is nothing ſhortened by them. If the 
paſſage was to be ſhortened, either in Greek or in 
Engliſh, why was this ſhortening effected by the 
omiſſion of thoſe clauſes in particular, which might 
ſeem at leaſt adverſe to your argument? Your de- 
fence is, that the omitted paſſages affect not the ar- 
gument either way. For the whole of Mr. Badcock's 
remark is anſwered you ſay at once ij, by obſerving, 

« that it is to no ſort of purpoſe, who it was that 

c Juſtin meant by the God of Abraham, Iſaac, and 

& Jacob: but who it was, that the heretics he 1s 

« ſpeaking of meant by the perſon ſo deſcribed, 

« and whom they meant to blaſpheme ; and this 
te certainly was not Jeſus Chriſt but another being, 

<« the ſuppoſed maker of the world, the author of 

< the Jewiſh diſpenſation, and the introducer of 

* much evil, which they ſaid Chriſt was ſent to 
« rectify.” Sir, I apprehend, and my learned ally, Wi 
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believe will be of the ſame opinion, that the Levren 
true, not the ſuppoſed maker of the world was the TEN In. 


perſon blaſphemed, by the introduction of the fa- 
bulous Demiurgus of the Gnoſtics. Of the ſame 
opinion was Juſtin. You cannot, Sir, know fo 
little of his language as to imagine, that by the 
title of rouiſng r Saw», the Maker of the Univerſe, 
he deſcribes the Gnoſtic Demiurgus, not the true 
Creator; the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. But 
how is it that you maintain, that Jeſus Chriſt was 
not blaſphemed, by thoſe whom Juſtin accuſes ? 
Juſtin deſcribes thoſe whom he would accule, as 
blaſphemers of Jeſus Chriſt. This 1s 1n part the 
matter of his accuſation, That you ſhould attempt 
to deny it is extraordinary, Sir; when you confeſs, 
that you omitted it © to ſhorten.” It appears how- 
ever, that your argument reſts entirely upon a ſup- 
polition, that the blaſphemy of Jeſus was no part 
of Juſtin's accuſation. You cook therefore that 
method of ſhortening, which might beſt ſerve your 
purpoſe, 

But you inſiſt, that “ they were Gnoſtics only, 
e not unitarian Chriſtians, that Juſtin was reflect- 
ing upon or alluding to*.” Sir, will you take 
upon you to define on whom Juſtin would reflect, 
in contradiction to Juſtin's own declaration. I 
think with you, that the phraſe #xa: yas nal any 
TEGTOU is diſtributive; introducing, not the men- 
tioa of any new ſect, but a ſpecific enumeration 
of the ſects which had been already mentioned, 
under the general deſcription of © thole who taught 
men to ſay and to do many imptous and blaſphe- 
* mous things.” But the force of the objection, 
which my learned ally hath brought againſt your 
argument, depends not on the exact ſenſe of this 
phrale, It is ſufficient for our purpoſe, that a 
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ETH. and refuſing to honour him with divine worſhip, 


is a part of Jyſtin's deſcription of the hereſies 
to which he alludes. Whence it is manifeſt, 
that his reflections allude to other heretics be- 
ſide the Gnoſtics; unleſs indeed you will chooſe 
to ſay, that ſome of the Gnoſtics had a principal 
ſhare in this unitarian blaſphemy : which, if you 
ſhould affirm, you will in me have no antagoniſt, 
It is indeed my opinion, that the Cerinthian Gnoſ- 
tics were the firſt who denied the divinity of our 
Lord. Cerinthus was much earlier than Ebion; 
and Ebion, in his notions of the redeemer, ſeems to 
have been a meer Cerinthian. But if you concur 
with me in theſe opinions, it is little to your pur- 


| _ to inſiſt, that Juſtin Martyr's reflections are 


evelled only at the Gnoſtics; fince in the Gnoſtics, 

according to this view of their opinions, he cen- 
ſures the unitarians. If you deny, that our Lord's 
meer humanity was a doctrine maintained by any 
branch of the Gnoſtics; ſtill Juſtin expreſsly cen- 
ſures the unitarians. If the Ebionites are not men- 
tioned by name, are you ſure they are not included 
among the | zaxu «xau cours | © others of various 
% denominations,” thus generally mentioned after 
an enumeration of the principal Gnoſtic ſects. The 
Ebionzan hereſy was at this time in its infancy, 
and probably too inconſiderable to deſerve particu- 
lar notice. | - 

Such, Sir, 1s your apology for your omiſſion, 
and ſuch is your defence of your argument. After 
this apology, and after this defence, comes in your 
appendix a flat deniat of the omiſſions, for which 
you have apologized. A friend has told you, that 
the paſſage of Juſtin is entire and in its proper 
place in four letters to me, page 31*. It is true, 
Sir, the paſſage is entire in the Greek in the mar- 
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ally complains, and indeed, Sir, with too much 


reaſon, that you write for the unlearned. The 


entire paſſage, as long as it appears not in your 
tranſlation, lay innocently enough in the Greek a 
the bottom of your page. 

To your argument from the Apoſtle's creed, as 


recited by Tertullian *, it might, Sir, be a ſuffi- 


cient reply, that Jeſus Chriſt is mentioned in it as 
the Son of God ; a title which, in the ſenſe in which 
it was conſtantly expounded and underſtood, re- 
probates the unitarian hereſy, But my learned 
ally refers you to another creed, produced by Ter- 
tullian infthe book De Preſcriptione, &c. in which 
the divinity of Chriſt is more explicitly aſſerted. 
This you ſay is not ſimply a creed, but an expoſi- 
tion of the creed , and © expreſſes no more than 
« Tertullian's own faith 5.“ Tertullian himſelf, Sir, 
was of another opinion. He calls this expoſition 
a rule of faith appointed by Chriſt. He ſays, it 
* expreſſed the general faith which was diſputed 
by none but heretics.” After this, Sir, will you 
lay, that “ Tertullian did not conſider unitarians 
* as excluded from the name and aſſemblies of 
„ Chriſtians ||.” / 
Clemens Alexandrinus, who makes frequent 
mention of heretics, hath been very ſilent, you 
think, about the Ebionites. Hence, you ſeem 
deſirous to infer, that Clemens thought them not 
heretical. Almoſt the whole, theſe are your 
words, © Almoſt the whole of his ſeventh book of 
* Stromata relate to that ſubject | herefies]. He 
* mentions fourteen different hereſiarchs by name, 
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gin of your book. But has your friend told you, LTT ZX 
that it is entire in your tranſlation ? My learned TEXTE. 
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LETTER « and ten hereſies by character: but none of them 
rh. cc bear any relation to the Ebionites or any ſpe:ies 


pleaſed to impoſe new ſenſes : and that in particu- 


much of a thing may be meant by the wHoLE in 


of your book, I there find, that you have been 


imperfect retractation is more unſeemly than the firſt 
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« of unitarians *.“ Indeed, Sir, it was not with- 
out reaſon, that I complained, in my former pub. 
lication, of the peculiarities of your ſtyle. I hope, 
that the great work which you are preparing, up- 
on the ſubject of our preſent controverſy, will be 
accompanied with a gloſſary, to explain the words 
of the Engliſh language, upon which you ſhall be 


lar you will not omit to inform your readers, how 


your new phraſeology. 

I find, Sir, by the beſt computation I can form 
upon a ſimple example, which I am ſenſible muſt 
be liable to great inaccuracies, I ſpeak therefore 
under the correction of your authoritative deciſion— 
but by the beſt computation I can form, the whole 
may be any part of a thing not leſs than a forty- 
eighth. I beg your pardon—1 had written this, 
when turning back to the errata, at the beginning 


yourſelf very properly ſhocked at the extravagant 
hyperboliſm of your own expreſſions ; and for the 
words almoſt the whole, you adviſe your reader to 
ſubſtitute theſe, à great part. Sir, a reluctant and 


error, be it ever ſo enormous. If you would not 
be thought to impoſe upon your reader's ignorance, 
or to preſume upon his inattention, you muſt cor- 


rect again; and for a great bid him read à ver) 


little part, The ſeventh book of the Stromata, in 
Sylburgius's edition, -which I uſe as moſt conve- 


ment for my preſent purpoſe, becauſe the pages, 


not encumbered with notes, all contain equal quan- 
tities of text: in this edition the ſeventh book, Greck 
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and Latin, fills 48 pages. The general ſubject of LzTTzz 
the book is the excellence of Chriſtian Knowledge TENTH. 


in preference to Philoſophy, This argument fills 
more than 38 pages of the 48, that 1s, more than 
three-fourths of the whole book, without any men- 
tion of heretics. Then the author anſwers an ob- 
jection to the certainty of Chriſtian knowledge, 
taken from the differences of opinion that ſub- 
ſiſted among the different ſects. This introduces 
a general 1nvective againſt heretics, and a diſ- 
ſuaſive of hereſy, drawn from general topics, not 
from the enormities of particular ſects; which 
fills 8 pages more. The diſſuaſive of hereſy leads 
to an argument for the authority of the Church 
upon the footing of antiquity : and this introduces 
the names of ſome remarkable hereſies, which are 
mentioned for no other purpoſe, but, to ſhew that 
the very denominations, which they bore, argued a 
late origin, ſingularity of opinion, and ſeparation 
from a more antient ſociety. This liſt, with many 
interſperſed remarks upon the origin of each ſect, 
and aſſertions of the unity of the true church, fills 
perhaps three-fourths of one of the two remaining 
pages of the book : for the laſt page 1s taken up 
with a whimſical explanation of the Levitical marks 
of clean and unclean beaſts ; which are ſuppoſed to 
be types of the good and bad qualities of true 
Chriſtians and of heretics. Thus it appears that 
that great part of the ſeventh book of the Szro- 
mata, which you had well nigh miſtaken for the 
whole, is ſomewhat leſs than one part in forty-eight. 

But the Ebionites have no place in that long liſt 
of heretics, which occupies almoſt the whole, or, 
to ſpeak more accurately, a great part, or, to ſpeak 
exactly, almoſt a forty-eighth part of the ſeventh 
book of the Stromata x. I-think indeed they have 
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LzTTER not, unleſs they be included, which I ſuſpe& may 
TENTH. be the caſe, among the Peratic heretics. But I will 


grant that they are omitted. Js it, Sir, a conſe: 
quence, that Clemens thought their opinions in- 
different? I cannot fee the neceſſity of this con- 
cluſion, unleſs indeed it had been of importance to 
the argument of Clemens, that he ſhould make an 
exact enumeration of all the ſects, which he deemed 
heretical. 'But this was not the caſe, A few in- 
ſtances ſufficed for the illuſtration of his reaſoning; 
and theſe, in a diſcuſſion with Greek philoſophers, 
he would naturally ſelect from thoſe hereſies, which; 
tor ſomething of ſubtlety and refinement 1n their 
doctrine, were the moſt likely to have attracted the 
notice of the Gentiles. A ſect, which lived in ob- 
ſcurity in the North of Galilee, of no conſideration 
for number, learning, or abilities, was likely to be 
the laſt that he would mention. 

It is another circumſtance which you urge, Sir, 
in favour of the early unitarians, that it is con- 
feſſed by Jerom, that the Ebionites were anathe- 
matized, not for their unitarian opinions, but for 
their rigid adherence to the Moſaic law * —prop- 
ter hoc ſolum d patribus anathematizati ſunt, quòl 
legis cærimonias Chriſti evangelio miſcuerunt. 

1 ſhall frankly confeſs, Sir, that if nothing more 
were known either of the Ebionites or Cerinthians, 
from eccleſiaſtical hiſtory, than what might be ga- 
thered from this ſentence of Jerom, I ſhould be 
apt to conclude, that the ſingle error of either ſect 
was this; that they judaiſed, The words however 
are capable of another meaning ; namely, that the 
Judaic ſuperſtition was a thing ſo criminal in the 


. Judgement of the primitive Chirſtians, as to conſti- 


tute by itſelf one very ſufficient reaſon for the ex- 
communication of the ſects, which were addicted 
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are coupled in this paſſage with the Cerinthians, 
Ic is ſaid of both, that © for this ſingle thing they 
« were anathematized, that they mixed the cere- 
« monies of the law, with the goſpel of Chriſt.” 
This being ſaid of both without diſtinction, muſt 


true of both: and if it acquits the Ebionites of 
hereſy, except in the ſingle article of their juda- 
iſm, it equally acquits the Cerinthians. If it is to 
be concluded from theſe expreſſions of Jerom, that 
to deny our Lord's divinity was no hereſy in the 
Ebionites, it is equally to be concluded from theſe 
ſame expreſſions, that to deny that God was the 
creator of the univerſe, was no hereſy in the Cerin- 
thians. If this paſſage of Jerom is no teſtimony 
in favour of the Cerinthian doctrine about the crea- 
tion, it is no teſtimony in favour of the Ebionæan 
doctrine about our Lord. It is lame and defective, 
like every other teſtimony which you have pro- 
duced to the ſame purpoſe; and your opinion, that 
the Primitive unitarians were not conſidered as he- 
retics, I muſt ſtill, Sir, in defiance of all your teſ- 
timonies, take the liberty to place among the ex- 
travagant afſertions of Daniel Zuicker, of which 
Simon Epiſcopius was the charitable but inſufficient 
adyocate, 

I am, &c. 


P.S. You are pleaſed, Sir, to ſay in the conclu- 
ſion of your third Letter, that the unitarian doc- 
trine, even in its moſt obnoxious form, exiſted in 
the very time of the Apoſtles. I deny that the 
unitarian doctrine exiſted at that time in the moſt 
obnoxious form. Produce your indiſputable evi- 
dence, Obſerve that by the moſt obnoxious form, 


I underſtand that form, which excludes the wor- 
ſaip of Chriſt, 


LETTER 


to it. For it is to be obſerved, that the Ebionites 9 
TEN TA. 


be ſaid of either in ſome ſenſe in which it may be 
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LETTER ELEVENTH. 


In reply to Dr. Prieſtley's fourth, in which he defends 
his argument from a paſſage in Athanafius.—Tht 
ſenſe of the words ailia tuxoyos miſtaken by Dr. 
Prieſtley—T be ſenſe of the word curscig miſtaken 

Ey Dr. Prieſtl Prudence and Caution not fynoni- 
mous—T he matter of fad, as repreſented by Alba- 
naſius, miſtaken by" Dr. Prieſtley — His grammaticak 
argument refuted. — T hat Athanafius ſpeaks of un. 
converted Jews proved from a compariſon of tht 
two clauſes in which Fews are mentioned. —The 
Gentiles not unintereſted in queſtions about the Me: 
ſiab.— Of deference to authorities, 


Dear Sir, 


SupPosED teſtimony of Athanaſius made 3 

principal branch of your original proof, that 
the faith of the firſt Chriſtians was Unitarian; and 
this, with other principal branches of your proof, 
found a place among my ſpecimens of your evl- 
dence, of which it was the third in order. For 
this teſtimony of Athanaſius, you refer your reader 
to Athanaſius's defence of the Alexandrine Diony- 
ſius, where you think you find a confeſſion of 
two very important circumſtances; that the apoſtles 
uſed great caution in divulging the doctrine of the 
proper divinity of Chriſt; and that the occaſion of 
this caution was the prevalency of a contrary per- 


ſwaſion among the firſt Hebrew Chriſttians. 


In oppoſition to this, I took upon me to aſſure 
the reverend aſſzmbly which I had the honour to 
addreis, that no mention of the caution of the 


; apoſtles, or of the heterodoxy of the firſt Jewiſh 


_ 
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Chriſtians, is to be found in the defence of Diony- N 5 
fius—l believe I might have added, in any part f 
the writings of Athanaſius. 
You have now, Sir, in your fourth letter, pro- 

duced the paſſage, from the defence of Dionyſius, 

in which you conceive that theſe important ſecrets 

are betrayed. This paſſage, you ſay, you' only 

« abridged before *. (1 am ſorry, Sir, to remind 
you, that the manner in which your abridgments 

are managed, has appeared in other inſtances). 

You abridged it before, but now you © give a 

« larger portion of it at full length:” not the 

whole, by your own confeſſion ; © for the whole 1s 

e much too long to tranſcribe.” Pardon me, Sir, 

if I add, that the whole, were it tranſcribed, would 

juſtify the ſummary which I have given of it in my 
Charge: it would prove, that the example of the 

apoſtles is alleged for the purpoſe which I aſſign, 

and in the manner which I mention: it would prove 
therefore that this © larger portion,” which you 

have given at full length,” is nothing to your 
purpoſe. But to bring the matter to a ſhort iſſue, 

[ will ſet the general ſcope” of the diſcourſe quite 

out of the queſtion. I will take the particular 
portion, which you have produced,” by itſelf, as 
you deſire it ſhould be taken: and will ſhew, 

that even thus taken it will give no ſupport to your 
aſſertions, without a ſingular conſtruction of cer- 

tain words and phraſes, which cannot be admitted. 

he apoſtles, it is ſaid, ſpake of Chriſt as a man; 

4 man of Nazareth; a man obnoxious to ſufferings. 

Was it that the apoſtles were in the ſentiments of 

Arius? No. ſuch thing. “ But this they did as 
* wife mafter-builders. andiſtewards of the myſte - 
* ries of God; and they had this ſpecious pretence 


\ 
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+,” Stop, Sir, a moment. What 
do | hear? A ſpecious pretence for it! For what? 
For doing as wiſe maſter-builders and ſtewards of 


the myſteries of God. Are ſpecious pretences need- 


ed then for wiſe conduct? Or were the apoſtles 
men to make pretences? Surely this is the language 
of Dr. Prieſtley, not of Athanaſius. He thought 
more reverently of the apoſtles. Let him ſpeak tor 
himſelf. 0 rny iν EY20W EUAGY OV. Is pretence the 
ſenſe of ae? The true Greek word for pretence 
is goa, And even had this word been uſed, 
the adjective tv>oyos would have carried it away 
from that baſe meaning, which is inſeparable from 
the Engliſh words ſpecious pretence. For tnoyes 18 
not ſpecious in the Engliſh ſenſe. It may be ap- 
pled to any thing in quo ſpecies cernitur honeſti, 
but it is not meer ſeeming. Had Athanaſius meant 
to ſay, that the apoſtles had a ſpecious pretence 
only for their conduct, the adjective muſt have 
been vg. He muſt have laid, 70 TeoPaciv TiIVG 
£rN0v Tian. Or, 2, "8% dA, Tia EOX0v TEORA 
Cp. | 

The word &i:« hath two principal ſenſes; a phi- 
loſophical and a popular. Either of the two may 
ſuit this place. Amongſt the philoſophers it ſig- 
nifies a cauſe, in any one of the four kinds of cauſes; 
the material, the efficient, the formal, or the final. 
Hence it comes to ſignify a motive, motives being 
final cauſes conſidered in their relation to the mind 
of a rational agent. Thus Plato, ſpeaking of the 
Creator's motive for a particular arrangement of 


. the heavenly bodies, ra d Ma, 6 dn g d 45 
AITIAE tideuoale, arr; irHEIOι maox, &c. in Tim! 


Again, d on thy AITIAN », Tov. Aoy1o pou rode i 
% IF amavlw eTexI11varo. in Timæo. A motive 


may be either good or bad, but aila evacyos CAN 
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be only good. It mult be a wiſe and honourable LI TI 
motive; or, in plain Engliſh, @ good reaſon. - 

Aſle, in the rhetorical or popular ſenſe, anſwers 

to the Engliſh word cauſe in its forenſic meaning. 
It ſignifies an action or ſuit at law, or a criminal 
indictment, In this ſenſe ais waoyes is a cauſe 
fairly defenſible, upon a juſt and honourable plea. 
Jam inclined to prefer this ſenſe of the word in 
this place, becauſe the verb tyzo: is in the preſent 
time, when the preceding and the following are in 
paſt, If the conduct of the apoſtles ſhould be at 
any time queltioned, they have a fair and ſubſtan- 
* tial plea.” This may ſtill be expreſſed in Engliſh 
by @ good reaſon. This therefore is the proper 
Engliſh phraſe to convey the holy father's mean- 
ing, whether x: be taken in its philofophical or 
in its popular ſenſe. 

Now, Sir, if for ſpecious pretence you will be 
pleaſed to ſubſtitute geed reaſon, you will find that 
this paſſage, even in your own tranſlation, wilt 
afford no ground for the inferences you would 
build upon it. Athanaſius proceeds to ſhew what 
this good reaſon was, and he commends the great 
ſagacity which was diſplayed in the — the 
apoſtles. ö | 4 Un 

The deficiencies of your tranſlation, I muſt how- 
ever confeſs, are abundantly compenſated in your 
comment. *I now have produced the paſſage, you 
* ſay, and have pointed out a word, viz: © ouvreors, 

„ which, in the connection in which it ſtands can 
bear no other ſenſe than caution, and great cau- 
1 tion; uuf , Cuviotus — *,” Ut, may 1 
alk in what lexicon (you muſt excuſe me if I ſuſ- 
pect that you are uſed to take the ſenſes of Greek 
words from ordinary lexicons) in what lexicon, 
good or bad, have you found that ceιανν, in any 


* Letters to Dr, H. P+ 45. 
M 2 ; con- 


* connection may ſtand for caution? It is literally 


things together, and compares them, and forms a 
ready judgment of fitneſſes and diſcongruities. It 
is expounded by the antient Greek lexicographers, 


or a ready following of the mind quickly bring- 


Prudence, the word which you have uſed in your 


your purpoſe. But nothing of concealment is 
1 f (1 #37 DJ 
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the meeting or coming together of different things; 
and applied to the mind, it is properly that fa- 
culty, or that act of the mind, by which it brings 


who beſt underſtood their own language, to be the 
„ knowledge of comparables and incomparables; 


<« ing together the notions of things, readily diſco- 
e vering what is proper and beſeeming to each “.“ 
Plato ſays more conciſely, cum, means that the 
mind goes along with things . Sagacity is the En- 
gliſn word, which moſt nearly renders the ſame idea. 


tranſlation, may be born, but the idea, which it gives, 
is rather ſimilar than the ſame. You have ſhewn, 
you ſay, from the whole tenor of the diſcourſe, 
„ that Athanaſius could have intended nothing 
<« elſe than to deſcribe their prudence or extreme 
* caution . Prudence or extreme caution! Do 
you really think, Sir, that prudence and caution 
in the Engliſh language are ſynonymous? If that 
be your opinion, 1 muſt beg that one or both of 
theſe words may go into the gloflary |, and be de- 
clared equivalent. Caution is indeed ſometimes 
uſed abuſively for diſcretion: but in its proper ſenſe 
it carries with it the notion of ſome diſhoneſt art: 
and caution, in a teacher or diſputant, always de- 
notes an artful proviſion by ſome diſhoneſt reſerve 
for the ſucceſs of doctrine or of argument. In the 
preſent caſe, if you uſe the word without affixing 
to it the notion of concealment, it will not ſerve 


See Phavorinus. : fa Cratylo, 
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the ſagacity of the apoſtles; their caution he never 
mentions. , 


Still you. will inſiſt that he deſcribes the thing, 


though he may not have called it by its proper 
name. He evidently, you ſay, does not repre- 
« fent them as deferring the communication of the 
* doctrine of the divinity of Chriſt, on account 
* of its being more conveniently taught afterwards, 


« as part of a ſyſtem of faith; but only left it 


* ſhould have given offence to tne Jews *.” I 
cannot read this ſentence without aſtoniſhmenr, 
when I turn back to the quotation, and find that 
you nave fairly produced the paſſage, in which 
Athanaſius, in your own tranſlation as well as in 
the original, affirms that . what related to our 
Lord's humanity, was taught firſt, for no other 
reaſon, but that the doctrine of his divinity might 
be taught efterwards with more effect. The deſire 
of inſtructing the Jews, not the fear of offending 
them, was the motive with the apoſtles for pro- 
prounding firſt what was the eaſieſt to be under- 
ſtood, and the moſt likely to be admitted. 

But whatever the motive may have been with the 
apoſtles, for their conduct, you inſiſt that the fact 
was, that the doctrine of the Trinity was not di- 
vulged by them: and of this you think you find a 
proof in this paſſage of Athanaſius: in which you 
think it is confeſſed, that the apoſtles in the open- 
ing of their miniſtry were very reſerved upon this 
article; and you obſerve, and I think not impro- 
perly, that the reaſons for that reſexve (if they ever 
ſubſiſted) would operate till within a ſhort time of 
the diſperſion and death of the apoſtles. Whence 
you conclude, that if ever they divulged this doc- 
trine, it muſt have been at ſo late a period, that 
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upon the ſubject, muſt have been fixed in the con- 
trary perſwaſion +.” 
But what if the foundation of this whole argu. 
ment ſhould be rotten. What if the whole ſhould 
be built on a miſinterpretation of Athanaſius, 
Athanaſius affirms not, that the appoſtles, in any 
period of their miniſtry, kept the doctrine of our 
Lord's divinity a ſecret : or that they were reſerved 
upon this or any article of faith, with thoſe who 
were ſo far converted as to be catechumens. Jn 
their firſt public ſermons, addreſſed to the unbe- 
heving multitude, they were content to maintain, 
that Jeſus, whom the Jews had crucified, was 
riſen from the dead ; without touching his divinity 
otherwiſe than in remote alluſions. But to ſuppoſe 
that they carried their converts no greater length, 
is to ſuppoſe that their private inſtruction was not 
more particular than their public. For this you 
will find little ſupport in Athanaſius or in Chry- 
ſoſtom, who is called upon to corroborate the ar- 
gument from the conceſſions of Athanaſius. - 
But whatever the doctrine of the apoſtles might 
be, or whatever opinion Athanaſius or Chryſoſtom 
might entertain concerning it; Athanaſius, it ſeems, 
acknowledges that the firtt Jewiſh Chriſtians were 
Unitarians. O. role Idi, The Jews of that 
time,“ or, * The then Jews” is the name, by 
which the perſons are deſcribed, who are ſaid to 
have holden the erroneous belief of the meer huma- 
nity of the Meſſiah. Now, Sir, if The then ews, 
Os Tels Ida, may denote Jewiſh Chriſtians, will 
you be pleaſed to inform me, what more pre- 
ciſe expreſſions the holy father might have found 
in the whole compaſs of the Greek language, to 
denote genuine Jewiſh Jews, had he had occaſion to 
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mention them? But the verbs, it ſeems © in that LASERS ; 


« part of the paſſage which mentions Chriſt being 
« come of the ſeed of David, and the word being 
« made fleſh, are not in the future tenſe T. In this 
remark, Sir, I cannot but admire the ſingular 
caution of the expreſſion, © The verbs ——are 


not in the future tenſe.” It is true, they are 
not. But the moſt important of thele verbs, in 


that part of the paſſage which mentions the Meſ- 


fah's coming, although it be not in the future 


form, carries a future ſignification. It is in the 
infinitive mood of the preſent tenſe ; which often 
denotes an inſtant futurity, but never denotes 
time either long ſince or juſt now paſt. This 
obtains in all the Greek verbs, but particu- 
larly in the verb #xoua:, which not only by uſe, 
but naturally. involves a notion of futurity even 
in the preſent tenſe. Evowicov 70 Xęigo du 22 
deuroy 14010 f N. 7 they thought the Chriſt 
was a- coming as a meer man only.“ This ex- 
preſſion refers to the Meſſiah not as come, but as 
coming. Another verb, I confeſs, which relates 
to the incarnation. of the word, is in a preterite tenſe. 
abt ors Notyog Tapy tyevelo exifevoy, neither believed 
they, that the word was made fleſh.” 5 noyos cage 
ye, “ the word was made fleſh,” theſe are the 
words in which St. John mentions the 1ncarna- 
tion. The holy father, it is likely, choſe to uſe 
the very words of the evangeliſt in ſpeaking of 
this myſtery; and for that reaſon, he may have 
lacrificed ſomewhat of the accuracy of his ſyntax 


to the exactneſs of his quotation.. The paſſage 
ſhould be printed thus, 2d. © 674 6 N Txt tyevelo 


t7i5evor. In this grammatical argument your pru- 
dence appears not only in the very guarded ex- 
preſſions, in which you have ſtated it; but in the 
declaration, with which it is prefaced, that you 


+ Letters to Dr. H. p. 42, | 
deſire 


95 


LETTERS tx REPLY 


1 deſire to lay no great ſtreſs upon it. What voll 


have reſpect to in this paſſage is the obvious ge. 
„ neral tenour and ſpirit of it 1.“ Indeed, Sir, 
you would do well to be cautious, upon all occa. 
ſions, how you handle theſe briars of criticiſm, 


Let us return then to the general tenour of the 


paſſage, - 

You know, Sir, that Jews are twice mentioned 
in it. The Jews of that age being deceived 
«© themſelves and having deceived the Gentiles.” 
And again, the bleſſed apoſtles taught 
* what related to the humanity of our Saviour to 
é the Jews.“ Is it your opinion, Sir, that they 
are the ſame or different perſons, who are menti- 
oned under the name of Jews, in theſe two diffe- 
rent clauſes? If they are different perſons, I de- 
ſire to know, what circumſtance or note of diffe- 
rence you find in the author's exprefſions? If you 
find none, on what is your opinion of a difference 


founded? Or not to entangle you again in gram- 


matical diſquiſitions, L will for a moment ſuppoſe 
the perſons different, and deſire you to ſhew me, 
what will then be the ſenſe or coherence of the wri- 
ter's argument. If you allow that the ſame per- 
ſons are deſigned in both places under the fame 
name, I muſt deſire you to remark that the Jews, 
mentioned in the ſecond inſtance, were perſons who 
were at any rate to be perſwaded (at any rate, that 
« is the force of dhe, which you have erroneoully 
« rendered by the word fully) at any rate to be per- 
ſwaded, from the actual ſtate of things, and from 
e the evidence of the miracles which had been 
« wrought, that the: Chriſt was come 8.“ Could 


theſe, Sir, be converted Jews? Could they be al- 
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ready Chriſtians, in whom this general perſwaſion, LzTrTzz 


that the Chriſt was come, was yet to be wrought ? 
Wanting this perſwaſion they were clearly Jews, 
whoſe converſion was not yet begun: and of the 
ſame deſcription, ſince they were indeed the very 
ſame perſons, were the Jews, to whom it is im- 
puted, that they held the erroneous belief of the 
Meſſiah's meer humanity, and that they ſpread the 
like error among the Gentiles. 

But the Gentiles, you ſay, who were thus miſ⸗ 
ledde, muſt have been Chriſtian Gentiles ; and by 
conſequence the Jews, who miſled them were, Jewiſh 
Chriſtians . But, Sir, whence is the certainty 
that Chriſtian Gentiles were intended by Athana- 
ſius? It hangs upon this principle, that to any 
other Gentiles the whole doctrine of a Meſſiah muſt 
have been unintereſting +. Have you forgotten, Sir, 
have you never known, or would you deny, what 
is not denied by candid Infidels, that the expecta- 
tion of a great deliverer or benefactor of mankind 
was univerſal even in the Gentile world, about the 
time of our Lord's appearance? If you acknow- 
ledge this, where is the improbability, that the ge- 
neral opinion concerning this perſonage ſhould be 
modified by the opinions which prevailed in Ju- 
dæa, which was the center of the tradition? Eſ- 
pecially when it is conſidered, that the Proſelytes 
of the gate made an eaſy channel of communica- 
tion between the Jews and the idolatrous Gentiles. 
But whatever you may be diſpoſed to grant or to 
deny, this argument is eaſily inverted, and turned 
againſt you. It hath been ſhewn, that none but 
Jew Jews can be intended by Athanaſius, when 
he ſpeaks of the Jews as miſleaders of the Gentiles. 
They were Gentile Gentiles therefore who were 
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It is for you, Sir, to judge, what deference is due 


but lightly of your Latin erudition, after the ſpe- 


Athanaſius was with great juſtice and propriety 
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miſledde : for from unbelieving Jews Chriſtians of 
the Gentiles would hardly take inſtruction. 

Your laſt reſource is to flee for ſhelter to the au- 
thority of Beauſobre. The learned Beauſobre, 
« a Trinitarian, and therefore an unexceptionable 
judge in this caſe, quoting this very paſſage does 
not heſitate to pronounce, that they were be- 
„ lieving Jews, who were intended by the writer“. 


from you 'to the authority of Beauſobre. For my 
own part—1 ſhall not affect a modeſty, which ! 
feel not—when the ſenſe of a Greek ſentence is the 
thing in queſtion, if I have the writer upon my own 
ſhelf, or can find him upon my friends, it is not 
much my practice to ſtand bowing at a diſtance to 
authorities ; unleſs indeed it be the authority of a 
Caſaubon, a Scaliger, or a Bentley. - Bur theſe men 
would laugh, or they would ſtorm, at your attempts 
to conſtrue Greek, with Beauſobre at your elbow, 
To conſtrue Greek ! I fear, Sir, they would think 


cimen which you have given of it, in your attempt 
to wreſt from my learned ally his ſtrong argument 
for the difference, which we aſſert, in articles of 
faith between the Nazarenes and the Ebionites. 
The feats of criticiſm, which you have performed 
for this purpoſe upon certain plain words of je- 
rom , to draw them from the only meaning of 
which they are capable, had you been a Weſtmin- 
ſter man, were enough to bring old Buſby from his 
grave. But alas, Sir, you are not to be perſwaded 
though one ſhould riſe from the dead. | truſt our 
readers are perſwaded, that the argument from 


placed among my ſpecimens of inſufficient proof. 
I am, &c. 
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In reply to Dr. Prieſtley's Fifth, in which he moves 
certain chronological difficulties. — Himſelf chiefly 
concerned to find the ſolution — His queſtion divided — 
The divinity of our Lord preached from the very be- 
ginnins by the Apoſtles.— St. Stephen a martyr to 
this doftrine.—His dying ejaculations juſtiſy the 
worſhip of Chri/t.—Chriſt deified in the ſtory of 
5. Paulis converſion. —The divinity of Feſus ac- 
knoweledred by the Apoſtles from the time when they 
ac:nowledred him for the Meſſiab. — Notions ef a 
trinity, and of the deity of the Maſſiab, current 
among the Fews in the days of our Saviour. 


DE AR SIR, 


N your fifth Letter you call upon me to aſſign L EIER 
the particular time, when the knowledge of our XII. 
Lord's divinity, which, in the perſuaſion that the 
Apoſtles were taxed by the fathers with a reſerve 
upon the ſubject, you are pleaſed to call © the great 
* ſecret of Chriſt being not a meer man, but the 
eternal God *,” you call upon me to aſſign the 
time, when this great ſecret “ was communicated 
* firſt to the Apottles, and then by them to the body 
* of Chriftians +.” You © requeſt my opinion“ 
upon this queſtion with a certain air of triumph, 
which ſeems to imply, that, in your apprehenſion, 
I muſt be much art a loſs to frame an opinion upon 
It, which may be conſiſtent with my creed. Bur 
the truth is, that you are yourſelf the perſon moſt 
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. equally to be believed, as any. thing that St. 


the ſubject. In my own congregations I ſhall think 
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ſelf more accurately, the queſtion ſplits into two, 
of which the one concerns not me, and the other 
concerns not either of us. NF] 
When was the doctrine of our Lord's divinity 
firſt publiſhed in the church by the Apoſtles ? 
When was the knowledge of the thing firſt con- 
veyed to the minds of the Apoſtles themſelves? 
Theſe, Sir, are two diſtinct queſtions. Of the 
firſt, it is your concern, not mine, to ſeek the ſo- 
lution. For ſince I have clearly traced the belief 
of Chriſt's proper deity up to the apoſtolic age; 
unleſs you can aſſign the particular epocha of the 
publication, I have a right to conclude, that it was 
a part of the very earlieſt doctrine. Nay, if you 
ſhould even be able to aſſign ſome later time of its 
commencement, yet ſince that time muſt fall with- 
in the compals of the apoſtolic age, to which you 
are limited by virtue of my proof from the epiſtle 
of St. Barnabas, a queſtion might indeed ariſe, which 
might be of difficult reſolution; why was this doc- 
trine, for a certain time, kept back? But this difficul- 
ty would not ſhake the credit of the doctrine, For 
ſince there is no reaſon to ſuppoſe, that any of the 
Apoſtles, having once received the light of inſpi- 
ration, was in any future period of his life deprived 
of it; any doctrine publiſhed by them claims im- 
plicit credit, whatever might be the time of its 
firſt publication. A diſcovery that St. John had 
made, in the laſt moments of his life, had been 
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Peter preached, in his firſt ſermon on the day of 
pentecoſt. You will therefore chooſe your own 
epocha for the diſcovery of * the great ſecret.” 
Place it, where it beſt may pleaſe you in the apoſ- 
tolic age, I will hold no argument with you upon 


it my duty to bear my witneſs, that from the very 
be- 
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beginning of the goſpel the thing had been no LeTTER 
ſecret. For proof from holy writ, I ſhall have re- 
courſe to thoſe very paſſages of the Apoltolic hiſ- 
tory, from which you draw the contrary inference. 
| ſhall remind my hearers, that in St. Peter's firſt 
public ſermon, when it was reaſonable to keep to 
the general aſſertion, that Jeſus was the Meſſiah, 
rather than to enter into the particulars which that 
character might involve; alluſions are nevertheleſs 
uſed, which diſcover that the mind of the ſpeaker 
was ſtrongly impreſſed with notions, which it was 
his policy to conceal, I ſhall particularly de- 
fire them to remark, that it is ſaid of our Lord 
Jeſus, that “ it was not poſſible that he ſhould be 
e holden of death *.” The expreſſions clearly im- 
ply a phyſical impoſſibility. I ſhall bid them ob- 
ſerve, that the great miracle of that day is ſaid to 
be an exertion of the power of Jeſus exalted by 
God's right hand . And 1 ſhall maintain, that 
the three perſons are diſtinctly mentioned in a man- 
ner which implies the divinity of each, . Jeſus 
being by the right hand of God exalted, and hav- 
* 1ng received of the Father the promile of the 
- Holy Ghoſt ＋˙—0of the F ather—7Taeu Tg Teo 
e Father ; the ſubſtantive, with the article pre- 
fixed, deſcribes a perſon, whoſe character it is to be 
the Father. Paternity is the property, which in- 
dividuates the perſon, But from whom is the firſt 
principle thus diſtinguiſhed ? From his creatures? 
From them he were more ſignificantly diitinguiſhed 
by the name of God. Not generally therefore 
from his creatures, but particularly from the two 
other perſons mentioned in the ſame period, Jeſus 
and the Holy Ghoſt. And fince this is his diſ- 
tinction, that he is the Father of that Son, from 


* AQs ii. verſ, 24, Acts ii, verſ. 32, 33. 
r AQs i. wat 24 + 4 32, 33 
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LeTTEt whom together with himſelf the Holy Ghoſt pro. 
XII ceeds; it follows, that the interval, between hin 
and them, is no more than relation may create: 
that the whole difference lies in perſonal diſtinctions 
not in eſſential qualities. Thus I will ever reaſon, 
Sir, for the edification of my own flock, but with 
little hope of your conviction, from St. Peter's firſt 
ſermon. | 
I ſhall always inſiſt, Sir, that the ꝶleſſed Stephen 
died a martyr to the DEITY of - The ac- 
cuſation againſt him, you ſay, was * his ſpeaking 
«© blaſphemous things againſt the temple and the 
4% law*,” You have forgotten to add the charge 
of blaſphemy * againſt Moſes and againſt God +,” 
The blaſphemy againſt the temple and the law pro- 
bably conſiſted in a prediction, that the temple 
was to be deſtroyed, and the ritual law of courſe 
aboliſhed. The blaſphemy againſt Moſes was pro- 
bably his aſſertion, that the authority of Moſes was 
inferior to that of Chriſt. But what could be the 
blaſphemy againſt God? What was there in the 
doctrine of the Apoſtles, which could be interpreted 
as blaſphemy againſt God, except it was this, that 
they aſcribed divinity to one who had ſuffered pub- 
licly as a malefactor. That this was the bleſſed 
Stephen's crime, none can doubt, who attends to 
the concluſion of the ſtory. He © looked up ſted- 
« faſtly into heaven,” ſays the inſpired hiſtorian, 
« and ſaw the glory of God,” | that is, he ſaw the 
ſplendor of the Shechinah, for that is what is meant, 
when the glory of God is mentioned as ſomething 
to be ſeen] © and Jeſus ſtanding on the right hand 
« of God.“ He ſaw the man Jeſus in the midſt 
of this divine light, His declaring of what he ſaw |, 
the Jewiſh rabble underſtood as an aſſertion of the 
divinity of Jeſus. They ſtopped their ears ; they 


* Letters to Dr. Horſley, P» Co. + Acts Vi, verſ. I. 
+ Acts vii. ver ſ. 55. Acts vii. verſ. 56. 
| | over- 
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overpowered his voice with their own clamours ; * : 
and they hurried him out of the city, to inflict , 
upon him the death which the law appointed for 
blaſphemers “. He died, as he had lived, atteſting 

the deity of our crucified Maſter, His laſt breath 

was uttered in a prayer to Jeſus, firſt for himſelf 

and then for his murtherers. They ſtoned Ste- 

« phen calling upon Ged, and ſaying, Lord Jeſus 

« receive my ſpirit and he cried with a loud 

« voice, Lord lay not this fin to their charge +.” 

It is to be noted, that the word God is not in the 
original text; which might be better rendered thus, 

« They ſtoned Stephen invocating and ſaying, &c.” 

Jeſus therefore was the God, whom the dying 
martyr invocated in his laſt agonies; when men are 

apt to pray, with the utmoſt ſeriouſneſs, to him 
whom they conceive the mightieſt to ſave. 

It ſeems the holy Stephen, full, as we are inform'd 
he was in thoſe trying moments, of the Holy Ghoſt, 
was not in the opinion, which you are pleaſed to 
Impute to me, but you will obſerve that I diſclaim 
it, that © the proper object of prayer is God the 
Father .” This you tell me I cannot but ac- 
knowledge. That the Father is à proper object of 
prayer, God forbid that ever I ſhould not acknow- 
ledge. That he is he proper object, in the ſenſe in 
which you ſeem to make the aſſertion, in prejudice 
and excluſion of the other perſons, God forbid 
that ever I ſhould concede, 1 deny not, that there 
is an honour perſonally due to him as the Father. 
There is alſo an honour perſonally due to the Son, 
as the Son; and to the Spirit, as the Spirit. But 
our knowledge of the perſonal diſtinctions is ſo 
obſcure, in compariſon of our apprehenſion of the 


general attributes of the Godhead, that it ſhould 


Acts vii. verl. 57, 58. + Acts vii, verſ. 59, 60. 
t Letters to Dr, Horfley, p. 81. | 
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the moſt fervent kind; the moſt expreſſive of ſelt- 


his perſecutors: and ſuch was the compoſure with 


was the moſt tumultuous and terrifying, that, as 
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feem that the Divinity [the ro 909] is rather tg 
be-generally worſhipped in the three perſons jointly 
and indifferently, than that any diſtinct honour 
are to be offered to each ſeparately. Prayer how: 
ever for ſuccour againſt external perfecution ſeems 
addreſſed with particular propriety to the Son. 

When you deny, not only that any precept, but 
that any proper example is to be found in ſcripture 
to authorize the practice *, you ſeem to have for. 
gotten, beſide many other paſſages, the initial ſaluta- 
tions of St. Paul's epiſtles. Stephen's © ſhort eja- 
e culatory addreſs” you had not forgotten; but 
you ſay, © it is very inconſiderable 7.“ But, Sir, 
why is it inconſiderable? Is it becauſe it was only 
an <jaculation ? Ejaculations are often prayers of 


abaſement and adoration. Is it for its brevity that 
it is inconſiderable? What then is the preciſe 
length of words, which is requiſite to make a 
prayer an act of worſhip 2 Was this petition pre- 
ferred on an occaſion of diſtreſs, on which a Divi- 
nity might be naturally invoked ? Was it a peti- 
tion for a ſuccour, which none but a Divinity could 
grant? If this was the caſe, it was ſurely an act of 
worſhip. Is the ſituation of the worſhipper the 
circumſtance, which in your judgement, Sir, leſſens 
the authority of his example? You ſuppoſe, per- 
haps, ſome conſternation of his faculties ariſing 
from diſtreſs and fear. The Hiſtory juſtifies no 
ſuch ſuppoſition. It deſcribes the utterance of the 
final prayer, as a deliberate act of one who knew 
his ſituation, and poſſeſſed his underſtanding. After 
praying for himſelf, he kneels down to pray for 


which he died, although the manner of his death 
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if he had expired quietly upon his bed, the ſacred _ 


Hiſtorian ſays, that © he fell afleep *.“ If there- 
fore you would inſinuate, that Stephen was not 
himſelf, when he ſent forth this * ſhort ejaculatory 
« addreſs to Chriſt,” the hiſtory refutes you. If 
he was himſelf, you cannot juſtify his prayer to 
Chriſt, while you deny that Chriſt is God, upon 
any principle that might not equally juſtify you, or 
me, in praying to the bleſſed Stephen. If Stephen, 
in the full poſſeſſion of his faculties, prayed to him 
who is no God; why do we reproach the pious 
Romaniſt, when he chaunts the litany of his ſaints? 
If the perſuaſion of Chriſt's divinity prompted the 
holy martyr's dying prayer, then there is no room 
to doubt, but that the aſſertion of Chriſt's divinity 
was the blaſphemy, for which the Jews, hardened 
in their unbelief, condemned him. 

Another inſtance, to which I ever ſhall appeal, 
of an early preaching of our Lord's divinity, tho 
it may not conduce to your conviction, is the ſtory 
of St. Paul's converſion : in which, as it 1s twice 
related by himſelf, Jeſus is deified in the higheſt 
terms. I know not, Sir, in what light this tranſaction 
may appear to you. To me, I confeſs, it appears 
to have been a repetition of the ſcene at the buſh, 
heightened in terror and ſolemnity. Inſtead of a 
lambent flame appearing to a lolitary ſhepherd 
amid the thickets of the wilderneſs, the full efful- 
gence of the Shechinah, overpowering the ſplendor 
of the mid-day ſun, burſts upon the commiſſioners 
of the Sanhedrim on the public road to Damaſcus, 
within a ſmall diſtance of the city. Jeſus ſpeaks, 


and is ſpoken to, as the divinity inhabiting that 


glorious light. Nothing can exceed the tone of au- 
thority on the one ſide, the ſubmiſſion and religious 
dread upon the other. The recital of this ſtory 


Acts vii. verſ{, 60. 
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at all concerned in the ſolution of your firſt 
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ſeems to have been the uſual prelude to the Apoſ- 
tle*'s public apologies ; but it only proved the means 
of heightening the reſentment of his incredulous 
countrymen. 

Thele inſtances, Sir, will bear me out in the aſ- 
ſertion, that our Lord's divinity was preached from 
the very beginning, till you can fix the firſt diſ- 
covery to ſome later epoch. I am therefore not 


queſtion, 

The ſecond, &* when was the knowledge of our 
I. ord's divinity firſt imparted to the minds of the 
Apoſtles,” is wholly inſignificant, and unintereſting 
to all parties. It concerns not me; becauſe, with 
my notions of inſpiration, I am obliged to believe 
what the inſpired Apoſtles taught, however late the 
time might be when they themſelves received their 
information, It concerns not you, becauſe, with 
your notions of inſpiration, you are at liberty to 
diſpute what the inſpired Apoſtles taught, what- 
ever pretenſions they may have to the earlieſt in- 
formation. If the knowledge was infallible which 
they received from inſpiration, it matters not how 
late; if not infallible, it matters not how early they 
received it. If no poſitive proof were extant, that 
the deity of Chriſt was an article of faith among 
the firſt Chriſtians ; the difficulty of aſſigning the 
preciſe time, when the Apoſtles were firſt made 
acquainted with it, might be ſomething of an ob- 
jection againſt the antiquity of the doctrine, and 
againſt it's truth. But in oppoſition to direct proof 
the objection, were it founded, could have no 
weight. Ae, 

Upon this queſtion therefore, as the former, you 
mult not take it amiſs if I leave you to yourlelt. 
Chooſe any time, within the compaſs of each apo 
tle's life, for the epoch of his illumination. I will 
hold no argument upon the ſubject : alchough [ 
3 | ave 
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former, which 1 ever ſhall inculcate in my own con- 
gregation : and this, Sir, happens to be the very 
reverſe of that, which you imagine I muſt allow. 
You muſt allow, you ſay to me, that at firſt “ the 
« Apoltles were wholly ignorant of this *.? At 
it indeed, before their acquaintance with our 
Lord, or at leaſt with the Baptiſt, they were igno- 
rant, I believe, of every thing. But from their 
firſt acknowledgement of our Lord as the Meſſiah, 
they equally acknowledged his divinity. Their 
faith, I believe, was but unſettled, as their notions 
of the Meſſiah's kingdom were certainly very con- 
fuſed, till the deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt. Bur fo 
far as they believed in Jeſus as the Meſſiah, in the 
ſame degree they underſtood and acknowledged 
his divinity. The proof which I have to produce 
of this from holy writ, conſiſts of too many par- 
ticulars, ro be diſtinctly enumerated in the courſe of 
our preſent correſpondence. I ſhall mention two; 
which, to any but a decided unitarian, will be 
very ſtriking; Nathaniel's firſt profeſſion, and 
Peter's conſternation at the miraculous draught of 
fiſhes. It was in Nathaniel's very firſt interview with 
our Lord, that he exclaimed, * Rabbi, thou art 
the Son of God ! thou art the king of Iſrael: +.” 
And this declaration was drawn from Nathaniel by 
ſome particulars in our Lord's Ciſcourſe, which he 
ſeems to have interpreted as indications of Omni- 
ſcience. When Simon Peter ſaw the number of 
fiſhes taken at a ſingle draught, when the net was 
caſt at our Lord's command, after a night of fruit- 
leſs toil; © he fell down at the knees of Jeſus, ſay- 
* ing, depart from me, for I am a ſinful man, O 
Lord 4.“ Peter's conſternation was evidently 


* Letters to Dr. H. p. 56. + John j. verſ. 49. 
1 Luke v. 8. 
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LzTTtn® of the ſame ſort, of which we read in the worthies 
XII. of earlier ages upon any extraordinary appearance 

of the light of the Shechinah ; which was founded 
on a notion, that a ſinful mortal might not ſee God 
and live. Theſe and many other paſſages of the 
Evangelical Hiſtory diſcover, that our Lord's al- 
ſociates, although it was not till after his aſcen- 
ſion that the Holy Ghoſt led them into all truth, 
had an early apprehenſion of ſomething more than 
human in his character. Nor indeed were early 
intimations of it wanting; in the firſt annunciation 
of his birth by the angelic hoſt; in the Baptiſt's 
declarations; and in our Lord's own aſſertions of a 
power to forgive Sins, and of an authority to dif- 
penſe with ordinances of divine appointment; and 
in his claim to be the proper Son of God, which 
the unbelieving Jews ever underſtood as an expreis 
deification of his own perſon. 

But Jupas IscaRIor, you think, „could not 
+ poſſibly have formed a deliberate purpoſe of be- 
* traying our Lord &,“ had the belief of his divi- 
nity been general among the Apoſtles before his 
crucifixion. Or had any ſuch pretenſion been ſet 
up, which had not gained belief, Judas would have 
taken advantage of the impoſition, and would 
have made a dilcovery of it to the prejudice of our 
Lord. It ſhould ſeem, Sir, that you think your 
own cauſe almoſt deſperate, if you would deſire 
that Judas Iſcariot ſhould be admitted as an evi- 
dence for you, or as an advocate, But what if 
your cauſe ſhould turn out to be, what Judas Iſca- 
riot himſelf would ſcruple to undertake. I would 
not willingly be the apologiſt of that traitor. But . 
Jam inclined to think, that traitor as he was, his 
intentions went not to the miſchief which he effec- 
ted. It was rather perhaps his meaning to cheat the 


Letters to Dr. Horſley, p. 58. 
Chief 
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Chief Prieſts of their money, than actually to ſell Læ TI 
his Maſter's life. When he bargained to lead them XII. 
for a certain ſum to the place of our Lord's retire- 
ment; he thought perhaps that he might ſafely truſt 
to his Maſter's power to repell any attack upon his 
perſon, This is very conſiſtent with a belief of 
our Lord's divinity, as the moſt diſhonourable de- 
ſigns are often found to conſiſt with the trueſt 
ſpeculative principles. That he meant not the 
miſchief which enſued, may be preſumed from the 
remorſe which followed, and the vengeance which 
in deſpair he executed upon himſelf. But I care 
little about his teſtimony. Only I think, that, 
with the Devils he might believe and tremble, and 
trembling might be ſtill a Devil. 

After all, Sir, I might have ſpared fo particular 
an anſwer as I have given to your fifth letter. In 
the conclufion of it, you furniſh me with a ſhort re- 
ply, of which I might have availed myſelf. © Had 
there been any pretence, you ſay, for imagining 
* that the Jews in our Saviour's time had any 
* knowledge of the doctrine of the Trinity, and 
that they expected the ſecond perſon in it, in the 
character of their Meſſiah, the queſtion I pro- 
* pole to you would have been needleſs *.” Then, 
dir, the queſtion which you propoſe to me, is 
needleſs, The Jews in Chriſt's days had notions 
of a trinity in the divine Nature. They expected 
the ſecond perſon, whom they called the Logos, to 
come as the Meſſiah. For the proof of theſe aſſer- 
tions I refer you to the work of the learned Dr. Pe- 
ter Allix, entitled the“ Judgement of the antient Fer- 
ib church againſt theUnitarians.” A work which it 
is to be hoped, Sir, you will carefully look through, 
defore you ſend abroad your intended view of the 
doctrine of the firſt ages concerning Chriſt T. That 


Letters to Dr, Horſley, p. 64. + Preface to 
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Judaiſm; which, in laying the foundations of Chri- 


never fit down to the taſk, which you deſire me 


John's Goſpel. You, Sir, and this unitarian bro- 
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you will be convinced by Dr. Allix's proof, I haye 
indeed little hope. I ſhall produce however an- 
other authority, to which you will perhaps be more 
inclined to pay regard: the author ty of a learned 
unitarian of the laſt century, who wrote in vindi. 
cation of a former unitarian work, of great fame, 
called The Naked Goſpel. The Naked Goſpel, you 
know, was printed at Oxford in the year 1690, 
and was burnt the ſame year by order of the Con- 
vocation. The anonymous author of the Hiſtorical 
Vindication was ſuppoſed to be Le Clerc. He it is, 
who ſays in his preface, that the platonic enthu- 
fiaſm crept firſt into the Jewiſh, afterwards into 
the Chriſtian church. Then he tells his readers 
how the Jews picked up their platoniſm. Of 
which, he ſays, the principal doctrines were two: 
the one, that of the Pre-exiſtence of Souls; the 
other, that of the Divine Trinity. Theſe, he ſays, 
were the opinions of the Jews in the days of our 
Saviour and his Apoſtles: and hence perhaps it 
hath come to paſs, that, as the learned have ob- 
ſerved, certain platonic phraſes and expreſſions are 
to be found in the New Teſtament, eſpecially in 


ther ſeem to agree but ill in your notions of th 
doctrine of the firſt ages. He thought the doctrine 
of the Trinity one of the antient corruptions 0! 


tianty, the heaven- taught builders ſome how ot 
other forgot to do away. You have diſcovered, 
<« that every notion of the trinity, whatever may 
<« be fancied with reſpe& to more antient times, 
« was obliterated from the minds of the Jews i 
« our Saviour's time . 1 believe, Sir, I fhal 


to undertake; a tranſlation of the works of Biſhop 
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learned, the labour would be thrown away. A 
work which might be more generally edifying, and 
in which I might engage, if it were not that I 
really grudge every moment which I give to con- 
troverſy, would be a harmony of the unitarian Di- 
vines. 2 ; 

You will aſk me, whence was the offence which 
the aſſertion of our Lord's divinity, by my own 
confeſſion, gave the Jewiſh people, it divinity made 
a part of their own notion of the Meſſiah's charac- 
ter? I anſwer, the deification of the Meſſiah was 


not that which gave offence, but the aſſertion that 


a crucified man was that divine perſon: and before 
his crucifixion, the meanneſs of his birth gave an 
offence, leſs in degree, but of the ſame kind. 


I am, &c. 
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Jn reply ta Dr. Prieftley's fixth.— Dr. Prieſtley s ign- 
ance of the true principles of Platoniſm appears in 
his diſquifitions concerning matter and ſpirit.—Tht 
equality and unity of the three principles of the Pla. 
toniſts.— Dr. Prieſtley”s peculiar 45 of the word 
perſonification not perceived either by the Archdeacm 
or the Reviewer.——The outline however of Dr. 
Prieſtley's work not miſrepreſented by the Archdeacon, 
Abe converſion of an attribute into a ſubſtance 
differs not from a creation out of nothing. Never 
taught by the Platoniſts—Jhe eternity of the Logos 
independent of any ſuppoſed eternity of the world, — 
Not diſcarded therefore by the converted Platoniſts, 
Dr. Prieftley's arguments from the analogy be. 
tween the divine Logos and human reaſon anſwered. 
—T be Archdeacon abides by his aſſertion that Dr, 
Prieſtley hath miſrepreſented the platonic language. 
—The Archdeacon's interpretation of the Platonijis 
reſls not on his own conjecture, but on the autho- 
rity of Athenagoras— confirmed by other authorities. 
Dr. Prieſtley's quotations from Tertullian conf 

dered—from Ladtantius. nt 


DEAR SIR, 


Lrrrzx OU muſt forgive me, if I confeſs to you, 
XIII * that ſo long ſince as when I firſt redde your 
diiſquiſitions concerning matter and ſpirit, I formed 

no very high opinion of your learning in the Pla- 
tonic philoſophy. What gave me my firſt ſulp!- 
cion, as I well remember, was a ſurprize which 
you expreſs, that a certain French writer ſhould 


ſpeak 
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tended, Your apprehenſion, that ideas could 
not be diviſible unleſs they were extended +, 
heightened my ſuſpicion : which became ſome- 
thing more than ſuſpicion, when I found you 
ſpeaking of the ſoul's need of a repoſitory for 


china, in a cupboard, Dr. Prieſtley, I ſaid to my- 
{c}f, confounds ideas with the impreſſions of ex- 
ternal objects on the material ſenſory : which im- 
reſſions are in truth as much external to the mind, 
2s the objects which make them. What pity, that 
he hath not been more converſant with the Plato- 
niſts! Theſe previous indications, of your defici- 
eney in this mop of learning, in fome meaſure 
prepared me for what I was to find in your Hiſtory 


ſomuch, that I red your aſſertion, that Plato's 


* little variation $,” without indignation; becauſe 
| conſidered it as the reproach of an enemy, whom 
better information might make a friend. I was 
indeed ſurprized at your want of information in 
this particular inſtance ; becauſe Moſheim, whoſe 
authority, as an hiſtorian, you ſeem to hold in due 
relpe&t, indiſpoſed as he is in general to be partial 
to the Platoniſts, hath however ſo far done them 
Juſtice, as to point out the total diſcordance, in 
principle at leaſt, between the ſober philoſophy of 
Plato and the extravagancies of the Gnoſtics ; whoſe 
principles were thoſe of the oriental "ſyſtem. After 
this, Sir, it gives me no ſurprize at all, that you 


* Difquifitions, p. 39. + Ibid. p. 37, 38. 1 Ibid. 
79, 93. KIbid. p. 274. | 
| P « that 


ſpeak of the idea of a circle as itſelf not round *” LuTTzx - 
and of the ideas of extended things as not ex- XIII. 


ber ideas |, eſpecially during ſleep; as if ideas 
were things to be locked up, with our plate and 


of the philoſophical dofirine concerning the ſoul , in- 
« philoſophy was the oriental ſyſtem with very. 


ſhould now aſſert, © that it was never imagined 
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Lerrzx © that the three component members of the Pla. 
<* tonic; Trinity were either equal to each other, 

& or ſtrictly ſpeaking one *.“ They were, Sir, 
more ſtrictly ſpeaking one, than any thing in na- 

ture of which unity may be predicated. No one 

of them could be ſuppoſed without the other two. 

The ſecond and third being, the firft is neceſſarily 
ſuppoſed : and the firſt Aya d] being, the ſecond 

and third, [Nzs & TN] mult come forth. Con- 
cerning their equality, Iwill not ſay that the Pla- 

toniſts have ſpoken with the ſame accuracy, which 

the Chriſtian fathers uſe; but they include the three 
principles in the divine nature, in the 2% O 

and this notion implies the ſame equality which 

we maintain; at the ſame time I confeſs, that the 
circumſtance of their equality was not always 

ſtrictly adhered to by the younger Platoniſts, for 

reaſons which I have explained +, - | 

The want of perſpicuity is a fault in writing, of 

which indeed, Sir, you are little guilty. It is the 

more extraordinary, that your per /qnification of the 

Logos ſhould not be” diſtinctly underſtood. either 

| by myſelf or by my learned ally. For my own 
A part, I confeſs, I had not the leaft apprehenſion, 
that you uſed the word per/onification in any other 
than its uſual ſenſe ; till in yuur reply, to the ani- 
madverſions of my learned ally, you diſtinguiſhed 
between the perſonification of the Logos, which 
you impute to Juſtin, and the earlier doctrines of 
the Gnoſtics 4. By perſonification J had no ſuſpi- 
cion that you meant any thing more than a gram- 
matical proſopopeia; which you ſeemed to think had 
been uſed both by Plato and St. John, in ſpeaking 
ot: the divine attribute of wiſdom. , Certaialy, Sir, 
- Your expreſs yourſelf in your hiſtory, as if you 


10 Letters to Dr. H. p. 99. + See Charge, p. 68. 
t Reply to Monthly Review for June, 9. 5. 


8 > 8 thought 


language was the occaſion, that a meer attribute 


was miſtaken for a real perſon, firſt in the academy, 
and afterwards in the church: and that this error 


Jed to another, {till founded on a literal interpre- 
tation of figurative expreſſions ; the expreſſions in 
which St. John, as you conceive, deſcribes the ex- 
traordinary degree in which wiſdom and power 


were conferred on Chriſt, being underſtood as aſ-: | 


ſertions that Chriſt was that very perſon, which 
was ſuppoſed. to have been previouſly deſcribed by 
the evangeliſt as a branch of the divinity. I thought, 
Sir, that you conceived that a meer grammatical 
proſopoptia had been in this way the firſt ſtep to- 
wards the deification of Chriſt. Upon looking 
again into the ſecond ſection of your hiſtory, I ſee 
no great reaſon to be aſhamed of my miſtake. I 
believe, Sir, that without the aſſiſtance of the com- 
ment, which your Reply to the Monthly Reviewer 
furniſnes, no reader of your work would diſcover 
any other meaning in your expteſſions. It ſeems, 
however, that the word perſonification is a new term 
of theology, invented by you for a doctrine which 
is alſo of your own invention, though you are 
pleaſed to give the credit of it to the platonic fa- 
thers: the doctrine of the converſion of an attri- 
bute into a perſon; which was ſuppoſed, you ſay, 
by its firſt advocates to take place immediately be- 
fore the creation of the world, but being afterwards 
* carried farther back, namely, to all eternity, it led 
to the preſent doctrine of the Trinity “.“ The 
diſtinction between this perſonification of the Logos 
and the earlier doctrines of the Gnoſties is, it ſeems, 
an important feature in the great outline of your 
work. The outline of your work, as ſketched by 
yourſelf, is briefly this. The exaltation of the per- 
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their errors were exploded, the perſonification was 
adopted. The Arian doctrine was ſubſequent to 
this; and it was after all theſe, that, from improve- 
ments upon the doctrine of perſonification, the pre- 
ſent doctrine of the Trinity was brought out *. It 
is a heavy accuſation againſt my learned ally and 
me, that we have not ſufficiently attended to theſe 


have never formed a right conception of what 
Ve undertook to exhibit +.” 


terpreter of his own expreſſions. But in the ſenſe 
in which I am now taught to underſtand the perſo- 


with what propriety it is called the firſt ſtep to- 
wards the deification of Chriſt; ſince the doctrines 
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ſon of Jeſus Chriſt began with the Gnoſtics, who 
maintained the preexiſtence of human ſouls. When 


diſtinctions; and the omiſſion ſhews, that * we 
Every writer muſt be allowed to be the beſt in- 
nification of the Logos, I cannot -perceive, Sir, 


of the Gnoſtics, which you maintain to be more 
antient, had, in your judgment, the ſame tendency. 
J am ſometimes inclined to ſuſpect, that you are 
apt yourſelf to fluctuate between your own and the 
vulgar ſenſe of perſonification. | 

But although I ſhould allow, that I miſſed the 
ſenſe of a particular expreſſion; I am not ſeuſible, 
that I miſconceived or miſrepreſented your account 
of the antient opinions. Tou certainly make the 
Unitarian doctrine the general opinion of the firſt 
Chriſtians. In the ſecond age you allow, that ſome- 
8 divinity was aſcribed to Chriſt; but you 
think it was a divinity of an inferior kind, includ- 
ing neither neceſſity nor eternity of a diſtin& per- 
ſonal exiſtence. I therefore miſrepreſented not the 
great outline of your work, when 1 ſaid that the 
fizſt race of Chriſtians were in your opinion Unita- 


Reply to Monthly Review for June, p. 34. 35» 
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rians in the ſtricteſt ſenſe of the word, the ſecond LIT rA 
Arians . This is the ſum of your account, ſtated 
not in your words, but in my own; You complain 
however that [ © have: miſconceived- your idea .“ 
You inform me that “ the platonizing Chriſtians - 
« were not Arians. That it is well known that 
« they were not Arians, but the orthodox who 
« platonized 1.“ e Fs" i 088 
Sir, I am very ſenſible that the platonizers of the 
ſecond century were the orthodox of that age. I 
have not denied this. On the contrary, I have en- 

. deavoured to ſhew that their platoniſm brings no 
imputation upon their orthodoxy, The advocates 
of the catholic faith, in modern times, have been 
too apt to take alarm at the charge of platoniſm. 
I rejoice and glory in the epprobrium. - I not only 
confeſs, but I maintain, not a perfect agreement, 
but ſuch a ſimilitude, as ſpeaks a common origin, 
and affords an argument in confirmation of the ca- 
tholic doctrine, from its conformity to the moſt an- 
tient and univerſal traditions, , Nor 1s this the only 
article in which heathen antiquity, however you 
may ſlight. the argument, by the veſtiges which 
are to be traced even in idolatrous rites of the 
patriarchal hiſtory- and the patriarchal creed, bears 
its teſtimony to revelation. - But, Sir, I well know 
that theſe platonizers of the ſecond century were 
tar more antient than Arius: nor did I mean to 
charge you with the abſurdity of maintaining a 
contrary opinion. I thought that the notion which 
you expreſs, of what was orthodoxy in the ſecond 
century, was conveyed in a fingle word; when it 
was ſaid, that you repreſent the Chriſtians of the 
ſecond race as Arians; that is, as Arians in belief; 
becauſe the divinity which you ſuppoſe to have been 
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E aſcribed by them to Chriſt, was only of that ſecof 


diſtinction, between the opinions which you would 


| Ain of the early platonizers and the Arians, and 
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dary dort, hich Arius and his followers, in à later 
age, owed. But to convict me of un error in'this 
repreſentation of your opinion, you now ſet up a 


aſeribe to the early Platoniſts and the Arian tenets, 
The Logos of the platonizers, you ſay, was an 
attribute of the father, and not any thing that 
vas created out of nothing, as the Arians held 
„ Chriſt to have been *.“ However, when this 
diſtinction hath ſerved the purpoſe of convjcting 
me of one error, it is cleared away 2 — to con- 
vict me of another. This Logos of the Platoniſts, 
T am told, “ was originally nothing more than a 
„property of the divine mind, which aſſumed a 
"at Ee perſonal character in time +.” This 
is the ſame notion which is expreſſed in your hiſ- 
tory in theſe words. All the early fathers ſpeak 
* of Chriſt as not having exiſted always, except 
« as reaſon exiſts in man, viz. as an attribute of 
* the Deity .“ And the aſſumption of a perſo- 
Ponal character, ſeems to be the ſame thing, which 
in your hiſtory you call “ the converſion of a meer 
attribute into a thinking ſubſtance 9 Indeed, 
it is not eaſy to conceive, how a perſonal cha- 
racter may be aſſumed, otherwiſe than by being 
made a perſon. Now, what the difference may be 
between a making out of nothing, and the con. 
verſion of a meer attribute into a ſubſtance; of 
how a perſon made out of an attribute may differ 
from a perſon made out of nothing; I would rather, 
Sir, that you than J ſhould take the trouble to e- 

plain. If ch this was the difference between the doc- 


this is the whole difference which you put between 


* Letters to Dr. H. p. 66. + Ibid. p. 72. 
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dem, they might paſs, I;think, far che ſame 3 and Langes 
jour account of the platonic; orthodoxy was not XIII. 


miſrepreſented by me, when I ſaid: that you made 
it the ſame thing, the ſame in form nor in time, 
with Arianiſm. 

But, Sir, I maintain that this is. an erroneous 
and injurious account of the Platonic Chriſtians: 
This converſion of an attribute into a ſubſtance was 
never taught by them; nor by any except the Sabel 
lians, thoſe earlier viſionaries, deſcribed by Juſtin 
Martyr, who imagined oecaſional emiſſions and ab- 
ſorptions of the divine Logos. Which opinion 
« (you ſay), was nat very remote from the unitarian 
doctrine “.“ I am happy, Sir, to be informed by 
you, that the unitarian doctrine approaches to opi- 
nions ſo myſterious. I thought, that to be clear 
of myſteries had been its particular recommenda- 
tion. I now find, that were I even to turn unita- 
tian, I ſhould have myſteries to digeſt : and myſ- 
teries much too hard for my digeſtion. I will 
therefore adhere to my creed; in which I know no 
myſtery to be compared with this notion, of a 
thing which may be a perſon and no perſon by fits 
and ſtarts. But for any production of the Logos, 
by a converſion, ether permanent or occaſional, of 
an attribute into a thinking ſubſtance; I ſtill main- 
tain, that, were the thing conceivable, the Platon- 
ilts were likely to be the laſt to adopt it: becauſe 
a created Logos, to uſe my former expreſſion, had 
been no leſs an abſurdity in the academy, than it is 
an impiety in the church: and the notion, that this 
doctrine took its riſe among the Platoniſts, betrays 
an entire ignorance of the genuine principles of their 
ſchool +, 

You tell me, that I diſcover in theſe animad- 
* verſions a total ignorance of what you have 
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" Lyrrs' © aſſerted. That you have no-where ſaid, that 


“ either the Platoniſts, or the. platonizing Chriſ. 
* tians, held, that the Logos was created, or that 
it had ever not exiſted .“ What then have you 
ſaid ? You ſaid in your Hiſtory, that „ All the early 
«, Fathers ſpeak of Chriſt as not having exiſted al. 
% ways, except as——an attribute of the deity +: 

that they taughr “ the converſion of this attribute 
into a ſubſtance.” And what is it you ſay 
now? You ſay now, that the platonizing Chriſtians 
held, that “ whereas the Logos was originally no- 
* thing more than a property of the divine mind, it 
*.afſumed a ſeparate perſonal character in time ||, 1 
Be pleaſed, Sir, to explain the difference between 
this converſion of attribute into ſubſtance, or 
property into perſon, and a creation out of no- 


You admit however, that the. eternity of the Lo- 
805 was a doctrine of Platoniſm; but you attempt 

aſſign a reaſon, why the converted Platoniſts, 
when they entered into the church, muſt have parted 
with this opinion. The Logos ( (vor- ſay) of the 
Platoniſts had, in their opinion, always had a 
< perſonal exiſtence, becauſe Plato ſuppoſed crea: 


tion to have been eternal; but this was not the 
“ opinion of the platonizing Chriſtians, who held, 


4 that the world was not eternal ; and therefore, 
retaining as much of Platoniſm as was conſiſtent 
« with that doctrine, they held, that there was a 
„ time when the Father was alone, and without 
a Song.“ Sir, if I thought proper to deny your 
aſſertion, that Plato ſuppoſed creation to have been 
eternal, it would require much more. {kill in the 
Platonic e than is to be gotten at ſecond 


® Letters to Dr. Horſley, p. 72. 
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an account of it, to confute the proof which [I 
might bring to the contrary from Plato's own wri- 
tings. But as the younger Platoniſts generally 
held the eternity of creation, and Plato in ſome 
parts of his writings ſeems to favour that opinion, 
notwithſtanding what he ſays to the contrary in the 
Timæus; I ſhall take no advantage of the uncer- 
tainty of your aſſumption. Indeed it would be 
ſufficient for your purpoſe, were your argument 
ſound in other parts, that the opinion of the world's 
eternity was current in that ſchool in which the 
Chriſtian Platoniſts were trained, and was pro- 
bably entertained by them all before their conver- 
ſion, Still your concluſion will not ſtand, unleſs 
you can prove, that the Platoniſts, whether Chriſ- 
tian or Pagan, held the Logos to be a part of the 
world, or thought the eternity of the Logos a 
conſequence only of the world's eternity. Whereas 
neither the one nor the other of theſe principles 
would have been allowed, even by thoſe Platoniſts 
who deemed the world eternal. The eternity of 
the world ſeemed to them a conſequence of that 
eternal activity, which they aſcribed to the dei- 
ty: that is, to the three principles of Goodneſs 
[Taya 907], Intelligence [Nag], and Vitality ¶Vuxx]: 
and chiefly to the two lait. For to the firſt prin- 
ciple they inſcribed indeed an activity, but of a 
very peculiar kind; fuch as might be conſiſtent 
with an undiſturbed immutability. He acts, MEYWp 
tals 189, by a ſimple indiviſible unvaried ener- 
89; which, as it cannot be broken into a multitude 
of diſtinct acts, cannot be adapted to the variety of 
external things; on which therefore the Firſt Good 
acts not, either to create or to preſerve them, other- 
wile than through the two ſubordinate principles. 
The eternal activity therefore of the Deity, and by 
conſequence the exiſtence of Intellect and the Vital 
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* principle, in which alone the divine nature is ac. 


tive upon external things, was neceſſary in this 
ſyſtem to the eternity of the world. And this 
eternal activity was ſuppoſed to be the conſequence 
of that goodneſs of the deity, which could not 
ſuffer that to be delayed, which, becauſe he hath 
done it, appears to be fit to be done. The world 
therefore, however the fact may actually be, might 
or might not have been eternal. If it hath been 
eternal, it hath been ſuch, not by its own nature, 
but by the choice of a free agent, who might have 
willed the contrary. But Intellect and the Vital 
principle, have been eternal by neceſſity, as 
branches of the divinity. Theſe therefore muſt 
have been eternal, even if the world had never 
been, although the world could not be without 
them; and this, upon the principles of thoſe phi- 
loſophers who deemed the world eternal. The 
converted Platoniſts therefore, when upon the au- 
thority of revelation they diſcarded the notion of 
the world's eternity, would not find themſelves obli- 
ged to diſcard with this the eternity of Intellect or 
the Logos: for that ſtands upon another ground, 
and is indeed eternity of quite another kind, 
But whatever they might be at liberty to do, 
ou are confident of the fact, that the eternal exiſ- 
tence of the Logos, as a perſon, 1s a notion which 
was diſcarded by the Chriſtian Platoniſts, when 
they became Chriſtian. Your proof is drawn from 
the analogy which ſome of them imagined between 
the divine Logos, and the reaſon of the human 
ſoul, or between the Logos and human ſpeech; 
and from the doctrine of the converſion of an 


attribute into a ſubſtance, which you perſuade 
yourſelf they deliver in the moſt unequivocal lan- 


guage. 

That the Logos of the Father, the ſame that 

conſtituted the ſecond perſon in che Trinity, — 
„ Acuy 
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i actly correſponded to the logos, or reaſon, or word LAX 
« of man, was the idea of Athanaſius himſelf *.“ XII. 
In proof of this aſſertion you bring a paſſage from 
Athanaſius, in which, to prevent as it ſhould ſeem 
a concluſion which the unwary might draw from 
the agreement of the name, inſtead of the exact 
correſpondence which you imagine, he ſhews the 
great difference between the divine Logos and hu- 
man ſpeech. Tertullian, in a paſſage cited in 
your hiltory +, ſets up ſomething of an analogy 
berween the divine Logos and the human reaſon. 
This analogy, if I miſtake not, hath been purſued 
by the ſchoolmen with their peculiar ſubtlety ; 
and, as far as it obtains, is well explained by the 
learned Dr. Charles Leſlie, in his dialogues inti- 5 
tled The Socinian Controverſy diſcuſſed. Tertullian, 
to prevent the very concluſion which you draw 
from this analogy; that the Logos was at ſome 
time or another a meer attribute, remarks, that 
nothing empty and unſubſtantial can proceed 
from God; for the divine nature admitting neither 
quality nor accident, every thing belonging to it 
muſt be ſubſtance, This argument is ably ſtated 
in the work juſt mentioned, the dialogues of the 
learned Dr. Leſlie. 
For the converſion of an attribute into a ſub- 
ſtance, I abide by my aſſertion, that it is the off- 
ipring of your own imagination; and can only 
have ariſen from a miſapprehenſion of the language "il 
of the Platonic fathers. It is true, that they ſpeak = 
of the Son's generation as taking place at a parti» 
cular time, as commencing indeed with the crea- 
tion. But by this generation they underſtood not 
any beginning of his perſonal exiſtence, but the 
projection of his energies ; the diſplay of his powers 
in the production of external ſubſtances. 
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e ſuppoſed of theſe writers, or of any perſon, 


but upon his authority; the fault, Sir, is not in 
me, if you cannot perceive his meaning when it 18 


hes not; a going forth, according to Athenagoras, 
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You reply, © that any meer external diſplay of 
* powers ſhould ever be termed generation, is ſo im- 
e probable, from its manifeſt want of analogy to 
any thing that ever was called generation before or 
e ſince; that ſuch an abuſe of words is not to be 


„ without very poſitive proof; and, in this caſe, 
you ſay to me, you advance nothing but a meer 
« conjecture, deſtitute of any thing that can giveit 
a colour of probability “.“ This ſentence, Sir, 
only finiſhes the proof, if it was before defective, 
of your incompetency in the ſubject. It ſhews, 
that you have ſo little acquaintance with Platoniſm, 
that your mind cannot readily apprehend a Pla- 
tonic notion, when it is clearly fer before you. 
What you take for my meer conjecture is the ex- 
preſs aſſertion of Athenagoras, in the very paſſage 
which you have quoted : and Athenagoras, I ſhould 
think, might be a ſufficient evidence of his own 
meaning. He ſays, that the Son was called the Son 
as being the firſt offspring of the Father — not be- 
cauſe he was ever made, but becauſe he went forth 
to act upon material ſubſtances +. He explains the 
generation of the Son, by declaring firſt what it ſig- 
n fies not, then what it ſignifies. A making it ſigni- 


it ſignifies. That the generation of the Son of 
God is ſomething figuratively called a generation, 
will hardly be denied. Athenagoras declares what 
he underſtood by the figure; and the interprets- 
tion which he puts upon it, ſeems to have been 
general among the writers who came from the ſame 
chool. It reſts not however upon my conjecture, 
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rendered in our own language. You object a want Lerren. 
of analogy, between the figure and the thing which | 
it is ſuppoſed to repreſent. This, I think; with an 
unitarian ſhould be but a ſlight objection: ſince 
the whole language of the New Teſtament, in their 
view of it, is made up of figures in which analogy 
is wanting. Bur the queſtion 1s not what may be 
the natural ſenſe of the word generation, when it 1s 
applied to the Son of God, or what may be its true 
ſenſe when it is ſo applied in Scripture ;z but in what 
ſenſe it was accepted by the Platomzing Chriſtians. 
I affirm, upon the authority of Athenagoras, that 
it was underſtood by them, when they ſpeak of it 
as taking place at a certain time, not of a begin- 
ing of the Son's exiſtence, but of a diſplay of his 
powers. To confute this aſſertion, inſtead of criti- 
cal reaſoning upon the propriety of language, you 
muſt produce ſome better authority upon your own 
fide, than that of Athenagoras, whole teſtimony is 
expreſs and full on mine. | AY | 
But for the ſenſe which theſe Platoniſts put upon 
the word generation, I am not ſollicitous to de- 
fend it. I have ſpoken of it in my Charge as a 
conceit; and I have ſpoken of the attempt, to put a 
determinate ſenſe upon a figurative expreſſion, of 
which no particular expoſition can be drawn from 
holy writ, as highly preſumptuous . Still, Sir, 
the Platoniſts are not without a defence, againſt | 
what you have found to object to the propriety of ; 
the expreſſion, in the ſenſe in which they under- , 
ſtand it. You ſay to me, © Since according to 
your hypotheſis the Logos was always an intelli- 
gent perſon, he muſt have exerted his intellectual 
* taculties in ſome way or other from all eternity, as 
much as the Father himfelf +,” It is true, Sir. 


* Charge, p. 56 and 61. 
+ Letters to Dr, Horſley, p. 71. 
But 
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LarTTen But it was not an exertion of his faculties in ſom: 
XIII. way or other, but the firſt exertion of them on ex: 


pay ſome regard, becauſe it is given by heretics. The 
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ternal things, that the Platonic Fathers underſtood 
by generation. This was the exertion in which 
the Son came forth. Before this he energized only 
within himſelf : he lay, as it were, uniſſued jn the 
boſom of the Father. You go on——*< was the 
<« excrtion of the taculties of the Father in the crea- 
tion of the world ever called a generation of the 
Father? and yet, according to you, this lan- 
guage muſt have been equally proper with reſpect 
to the Father.“ -— Not according to me, Sir. 
I hold with the Platoniſts, that the Father's facul- 
ties are not exerted on external things, otherwiſe 
than through the Son and Holy Ghoſt ; theſe two 
perſons being, as it were, the two faculties, in which 
alone the divine nature is active on created things. 
Although I approve not the attempt to determine 
the meaning of a figure, which the holy Scriptures 
leave undetermined; yet I cannot allow, that the 
language, in that interpretation of it which I aſcribe 
to the Platoniſts, is as improper of the Son as it 
would be of the Father. I perceive indeed no 
impropriety in it, as applied to the Son: 1 only 
complain of the want of authority from Holy 
Writ. 

Still J maintain, that the thing in queſtion is, 
not the propriety or impropriety of an expreſſion; 
but the fact, how an expreſſion was uſed and un- 
derſtood by certain writers. It were endleſs to ac- 
cumulate authorities; but if the ſingle teſtimony 
of Athenagoras is not ſufficient, I will produce two 
more; to one of which at leaſt I expect that you will 


firit 1s that of Conſtantine the Great. "The emperor 
may be numbered among the platonizing Chriſtians; 


Letters to Dr. Horſley, p. 71: 
| becauſe, 


To D. PRIESTLE N. _— 
becauſe, as you have yourſelf obſerved, he alleges Lerrzs - 
the authority of Plato in ſupport of the Catholic XIII. 
doctrine. Now Conſtantine the Great in his epiſtle 8 
to the Nicomedians, written after the Nicene coun- 
cil, uſes theſe expreſſions “ he was begotten, 

« or rather he himſelf came forth (being even ever 
« in the Father) for the ſetting in order of the 
„ things which were made by him#.” Here the 
mperor expounds generation by coming forth; he 
thinks, “ that he came forth,” the more ſignificant 
expreſſion; and he aſſerts the eternal co-exiſtence 
of the Son and Father. The other teſtimony, on 
which I ſhould more rely for your conviction, if J 
could hope that any teſtimony might produce it, 
is that of Arius the Hæreſiarch, and the Prieſts 
and Deacons of his faction. In their common let- 
ter to Alexander, Biſnop of Alexandria (the ſeat 
you know of the platonic ſchool) ſtating what they 
believed, and what they diſbelieved: among the 
articles which they diſbelieved is this; © that the 
Son previouſly exiſting was afterwards begot- 
ten .“ And it is remarkable, that this ſtands 
laſt in a liſt of articles of diſbelief. In the pre- 
ceding articles their diſbelief is juſtified, by a refe- 
rence of the rejected propoſitions to certain Here- 
tics, as the farſt authors of them; of one to Valen- 
tinus, of another to Manes, and another to Sabel- 
hus. But this article is not referred to any here- 
tic; which argues that they were conſcious, that 
this was the opinion of the church. It is true they 
immediately ſubjoin, that “ Alexander himſelf had 
« often publicly declared againſt thoſe who in- 
ätroduced ſuch things;” as if this had been one of 
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the things, which Alexander condemned. But 
the falſchood of this inſinuation appears from an- 
other epiſtle of Arius to Euſcbius of N icomedia, 
to whom as a friend the heretic may be ſup. 
poſed to write without art or diſguiſe. In this 
epiſtle he mentions the propoſition, *< that the Son 
is co-exiftent with God without generation * 
as one of the articles of Alexander's public doc- 
trine, to which he could not give aſſent. You will 
find both theſe epiſtles, in Epiphanius's account of 
the Arians. | 

From theſe teſtimonies it is indiſputable, that 
the early Platoniſts; by the generation of the Son, 
when they ſpeak of it as taking place at a particu- 
lar time, underſtand not any beginning of his ex- 
iſtence; and it appears that it was the language of 
the orthodox, at the time of the Nicene council, 
that the exiſtence of the Son was prior to his gene. 
ration, and independent of it; coæval indeed with 
the eternal Fathers. Later writers diſtinguiſh three 
generations : the incarnation; the going forth to 
the buſineſs of creation; and an eternal generation; 
which laſt is only a name for the unknown manner 


in which the Son's exiſtence is connected with the 


Father's. Tertullian, in the paſſage which you 
have quoted in your hiſtory +, which you call upon 
me ſo particularly to conſider f, only ſpeaks the 
language of his times, and never dreamed that he 
ſhould be underſtood to aſſert a beginning of the 


. Son's exiſtence, when he ſaid, © that the nativity 


„of the word was perfected when God ſaid, Let 
« there be light.” | 
You now, Sir, produce another paſſage of Ter- 


tullian to prove © how ready the Platonizing Chriſ- 
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« tians were to revert to the idea of an attribute of La 
« God in their uſe of, the word Logos“ . But XIII. 


the paſſage, inſtead of proving this readineſs of the 
platonizing Chriſtians, proves the readineſs' of the 
pagan philoſophers to apply this fame name to a 
perſon ; even to the Maker cf the Univerſe, 

You call upon me to. conſider alto a paſſage 
cited in your Hiſtory from Lactantius, whoſe cr- 
thodoxy you tell me I cannot queſtion . Sir, you 
are not more inaccurate in your citations from the 
antients, than unfortunate in your divinations 
about the principles of your contemporaries, and 
the conceflions which they will be willing to make 
to you. The orthocoxy ot Lactantius I ſhall queſ- 
tion, 1 ſhall deny, He had not perhaps the diſpo- 
ſitions of an heretic: He did not ſet himſelf to 
oppoſe, what he knew to be the approved doctrine of 
the church. But his talent was eloquence, which 
he poſſeſſed in a high degree, and his learning was 
in mythological antiquity. - In Philoſophy his in- 
formation was ſmall; in Divinity he was a child, 
The common places of Morahty and Natural Re- 
ligion he touches with elegance, and he inveighs 
againſt the pagan Superſtition in a maſterly ſtrain. 
But in his attempts to philoſophize, or to expound 
articles of faith, he is contemptible. In the ſeventh 
chapter of his firſt book he aſcribts a beginning to 
the exiſtence of the eternal Father. No wonder 
then that he ſhould aſcribe a beginning to the Son's 
exiſtence. You are welcome, Sir, to any advan- 
tage you may be able to derive from the authority 
of ſuch a writer. tor. e ny 

I perſuade myſelf I have now ſhewn, that your 
objection to the catholic doctrine, founded on its 
ſuppoſed platoniſm, and your argument for what 
1 ſhall call the Arianiſm of the Platonizers from 


Letters to Dr. Horſley, p. 76. + Ibid. 
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appeared at Rome about the year 190, he cites 
another writer, who ſays, that this Theodotus was 
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Athenagoras are well entitled to the places which 
they hold among my ſpecimens of inſufficient 
proof; of which the one is the ſixth, and the other 
the eighth in order. 


Lam Sc. 


0 2 . 
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LETTER FOURTEENTH, 


In reply to Dr. Prieſfiley's Eighth. —The Archdeacon's 
ſuppoſition, that the firſt Ebionites worſhipped Chriſt, 
defended— His ſuppoſition, that T heodotus was the © 
firſt perſon who taught the unitarian dofirine at 
Rome, defended. _ 2 


. 


F all my nine ſpecimens of inſufficient proofs 
ſelected from the firſt book of your Hiſtory, 
the fifth is the only one about which any doubt is 
likely to remain (except with yourſelf) that it was 
properly alleged. For the ſeventh and the miath 
you give up: and the other ſix have been con- 
ſidered. | | 
My Fifth ſpecimen was your miſrepreſentation 
of Euſebius, a writer of acknowledged. veracity 
and candour, whom you very raſhly charge with 
inconſiſtency, and even with unfairneſs; - becauſe 
in his account of Theodotus the hæreſiarch, who 


the firſt who taught the meer humanity of Chriſt; 
whereas it appears from his own hiſtory, that the 


Ebionites, who held the meer humanity of Chriſt, 
: were 


ro Da. PRIESTLEY. 
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were far more antient than Theodotus. Admitting LI R 


the antiquity of the Ebionites, I maintain, that Eu- XIV. 


ſebius is ſo eaſily reconciled with the author whom 
he cites, that the difference between them 1s no juſt 


round to tax the veracity of either. It is very 


certain, that Theodotus maintained the meer hu- 
manity of Chriſt in the groſſeſt ſenſe: in that groſs 
and ſhocking ſenſe, in which it is at this day taught 
by yourſelf and Mr. Lindſey; It is not certain 
that the Eionites, before Theodotus, had gone 
further than to deny our Lord's original divinity. 
They probably, like Socinus, admitted ſome un- 
intelligible exaltation of his nature after his reſur- 
rection, which rendered him the object of worſhip. 
If this was the caſe, Theodotus might juſtly claim 
the honour of being the firſt aſſertor of our Lord's 
humanity, being indeed the firſt who made huma- 
nity the whole of his condition. By this very na- 
tural ſuppoſition, that the Ebionites were unita- 
rians of a milder fort than Theodotus, Euſebius 
might have been reconciled with himſelf, had it 
been his own aſſertion, that Theodotus was the 
firſt who taught the meer humanity of Chriſt*, 

But this is not the aſſertion of Euſebius, but of 
another writer cited by Euſebius. Now, ſince Theo- 
dotus broached his herely at Rome, it is very pro- 
bable, that the writer cited by Eufebius was a Ro- 
man, and that he treated of the ſtate of religion in 
the weſtern church, and eſpecially at Rome: where 
Theodotus was probably the firſt, who in any ſenſe 
taught the meer humanity of Chriſt +. 

You tell me, in your eighth letter, that the dif- 
terence which 1 put between Theodotus and Ebion 
is advanced upon my own authority . Truly, 
Sir, I think- that a ſuppoſition which reconciles a 


* See Charge, p. 37, 33. + Ibid. p. 39. 
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LeTTER writer of eſtablſhed credit with himſelf, or which 
is nearly the ſame thing, with another writer whom 


he cites with approbation, ſnould need no great 
authority to ſupport it, unleſs it be contrary to 
known fact, in which caſe indeed no authori 

might ſupport it, or in itſelf improbable. Now, 
Sir, can you prove, that Chriſt was not worſhipped 
by the original Ebionites? Can you prove this, l 
would aſk, by explicit evidence? For as for that 
kind of proof in which you ſo much delight, which 
is drawn by abſtract reaſoning from general and 
precarious maxims; it is of no more ſignificance in 
hiſtory, than teſtimony would be in mathematics. 
To think to demonſtrate a fact by ſyllogiſm is not 
leſs abſurd, than to go about to eſtabliſn a geometri- 
Excuſe me, if I inſiſt 
upon the difference in the nature of things between 
hiſtoric certainty and ſcientific truth. I apprehend 
an inattention to this diſtinction hath miſled many, 
and hath been the cauſe of much fruitleſs labour in 
many ſubjects. Scientific truth can only be eſtab- 
liſhed by abſtra&t reaſoning. Teſtimony can in 
ſcience produce nothing more than probability. In 
hiſtory it is quite the reverſe : abſtract reaſoning 
can never go beyond a probability: proof mult 
ariſe from evidence. And the reaſon of this is 
plain. The principles of ſcientific truth are all 
within the mind itſelf ; the truths of hiſtory are the 
occurrences of the external world. — 
this neceſſary diſtinction, the great Berkley quel- 
tioned the exiſtence of the material world, becauſe 
he found it incapable of demonſtration; and J have 
known many ſeek a confirmation of geometrical 
theorems from experiment. Now to return to 
my ſubject; have you evidence, for that is the 
only proof to which, in this caſe, the judicious will 


attend; have you evidence, that Chriſt was not wor- 


ſnipped 
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ſhipped by the Ebionites ? If you have none, my LzTTzz 
alien is, not contrary to known fact. Is 1 2 
in itſelf improbable, ſince all innovations have a 
progrels, and the divinity of Chrift was the belief, 
and the worſhip of Chriſt the practice of the firſt 
ages, that preſumptuous men would begin to queſ- 
tion the ground, on which his right to worſhip 
might be thought to ſtand, before they abandoned 
the worſhip to which they had been long habi- 
tuated? Hath not this been the progreſs of the 
corruption (you will call it reformation, but I 
muſt ſpeak my own language) in later times? 
Socinus, although he denied the original divinity of 
our Lord, was nevertheleſs a worſhipper of Chriſt, 
and a ſtrenuous aſſertor of his right to worſhip. It 
was left to others to build upon the foundation 
which Socinus laid, and to bring the Unitarian 
doctrine to the goodly form in which the preſent 
age beholds it. | | 
But, Sir, my ſuppoſition. is not only free from 
improbability; it is highly probable. Ebion in his 
notions of the redeemer, as I have already had oc- 
caſion to obſerve; ſeems to have been a meer Cerin- 
thian. Epiphanius ſays, that he held the Cerinthian 
doctrine of a union of Jeſus with a ſuperangelic be- 
ing. The Cerinthian doctrine was, that this union 
commenced at our Lord's baptiſm; was interrupted 
during the crucifixion and the time of our Lord's 
Interment, but reſtored again after his reſurrection: | 
and being reſtored it rendered the man Jeſus an . 
object of divine honours. As Epiphanius ſays in \ 
general of Ebion, that he held the Cerinthian doc- 
trine concerning Chriſt, without ſpecifying parts 
that he received, and parts that he rejected; the 
probability is, that he received the whole; and of 
conſequence, that he worſhipped Chriſt as a deified 
man, notwithſtanding that he denied his original 
Uvinity, This ſuppoſition of mine hath, you ſee, 


a pro- 


- — : — _- — 


134 LETTERS TI REPLY 
LzTTz=® a probability of its own; which is quite diſtin? 
XIV. from that which accrues to it from its uſe in recon- 
ciling Euſebius with the Hiſtorian that he quotes, 
and is founded on the acknowledged agreement of 
Ebion with Cerinthus. c | 
For my other ſuppoſition, that Theodotus might 
be the firſt perſon who taught the unitarian doc- 
trine at Rome, you think it highly improbable, 
„ becauſe Tertullian ſays, that in his time the uni- 
A tarians were the greater part of believers.” At 
Rome therefore, where there was a conflux of all 
religions, and of all ſects,“ the probability is 
httle that there ſhould be no unitarians. Sir, I will 
grant—I am liberal, Iam ſure, in my conceſſions 
I will grant, that Rome ſwarmed with Unitarians in 
the time of Tertullian. Not for the reaſon which you 
aſſign; that Tertullian ſays, the unitarians were the 
majority of believers. For this Tertullian hath not 
ſaid, with whatever confidence you may aſcribe to 
him the dreams of Zwicker and his credulous diſ- 
ciples. I muſt take the liberty to ſay, Sir, that a 
man ought to be accompliſhed in antient learning, 
who thinks he may eſcape, with impunity, and 
without detection, in the attempt to brow-beat the 
world with a peremptory and reiterated allega- 
tion of teſtimonies that exiſt not. But, Sir, al- 
though I deny that Tertullian ſays, that the uni- 
tarians were in his time the majority of believers, 
yet I will grant, that they were numerous at 
Rome in the time of Tertullian. I profeſs I know 
not how numerous or how few they were. But, 
to ſhew the ſtrength of my cauſe, ſince you are 
pleaſed to have it ſo, let them be numerous. How 
will their numbers affect my ſuppoſition, that Theo- 
dotus was the firſt perſon who at Rome taught the 
unitarian doctrine? Might not this be, although 
the unitarians ſwarmed at Rome in the time of Ter- 
| | tullian ? Believe me, Sir, it well might be; ” 
| t 
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the times of Tertullian were the very times of Theo. LzTrrzs 
dotus. About the year of our Lord 185 Tertul- XIV. 
lian embraced Chriſtianity. About the year of our 
Lord 190 came Thodotus the apoſtate, the tanner 
of Byzantium, preaching at Rome the doctrine of 
Antichriſt. Gr dd CRETE 
My learned ally has a third conjecture for the re- 
conciling of Euſebius and his author. It is by no 
means neceſſary to our argument, that either of my 
ſuppoſitions, or that his, or that any particular con- 
ecture which may be made upon the ſubject, ſhould 
be brought to a certainty. You tax Euſebius with 
want of candor and conſiſtency. The charge reſts 
upon an aſſumption, that what Euſebius relates of 
the antiquity of the Ebionites, and what his author 
afirms of the firſt aſſertion of our Lord's meer hu- 
manity by T heodotus, cannot be interpreted but in 
contradictory ſenſes. If we have ſhewn, by a va- 
riety of probable conjectures, that the two aſſer- 
tions admit conſiſtent interpretations, that each may 
be true in the ſenſe in which each writer under- 
ſtood himſelf, without contradiction of the other; 
the whole evidence of your accuſation is demo- 
liſhed, and the charge of temerity and preſumption 
lies heavy on yourſelf for an attack, which you 
cannot ſupport with proof, upon the character of a 
graye and reſpectable Hiſtorian. 
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LETTER FIFTEENTH. 


In reply to Dr. Prieftley's Seventh.—T he metaphyf cal 
difficulties flated by Dr. Prieſtley neither new nor 
unanſwerable. — Difficulties ſhort of @ contradifion 
ns objeftion to à revealed dofirine.—Difjiculties in 
the Arian and Socinian doctrines.— The Father not 
Ibe ſole object of worſbip.— Our Lord, in what ſenſ: 
an image of the inviſible God and the firſt-born if 
every creature.—Not the defign of the Evangehiſts 
to deliver a ſyſtem of fundamental principles. — 
The detirine of the Trinity reſts on the general tenor 
of the ſacred writings. —The inference that Chriſt is 
not God, becauſe the Apoſtles often ſpeak of bin 
_ as man, invalid. be inference from the manner in 
which be ſpeaks of himſelf invalid. —The Atbana- 
ſians of wy 2 age no Tritbeiſts. 


D EAR 1 
Larrin F. TER the declaration which I hade and 
XV. that I will not enter into a regular contro- 


verly with you upon the ſubject of the Trinity, 
you will not wonder, if you receive only a general 
reply to ſome parts of your Seventh Letter. A 
particular anſwer to the ſeveral objections which it 
contains, would lead me into metaphyſical diſqui- 
ſitions; which I wiſh to decline, becauſe in that 
ſubject I foreſee that we ſhould want common prin- 
' ciples and a common language. The queſtions, 
which you propoſe in the ſecond and the fourth 
ſections of this letter, are not new, and have been 
anſwered. But if they were unanſwerable, on 
would be the inference ? The inference would only 


be, that the doctrine of the Trinity hath its diffi- 
culties. 


To DR. PRIESTLE V. 


cerning the nature of the Deity ſhould be without 
its difficulties? When the infinite diſtance is 
conſidered between Man and his Maker, it feems 
reaſonable to preſume, that there muſt be myſ- 
teries, far above the reach of the human under- 
ſtanding, both in the nature of God and in 
the plan of his government: that the fulleſt 
diſcovery that could be made, of God and of 
his ways, to the human intellect, muſt be imper- 
fect; becauſe, however perfect in itſelf, it could 
be but imperfectly apprehended. No difficulties 
therefore, ſhort of a contradiction, can be allowed 
to conſtitute an objection to a doctrine claiming a 
divine original. On the contrary, it ſhould rather 
ſeem, that to involve difficulties muſt be one cha- 
racteriſtic of a divine revelation: and its greateſt 
difficulties may reaſonably be expected to lie in 
thoſe parts, which immediately reſpect the nature 
of God and the manner of his exiſtence. If you 
would ſuppoſe the contrary, if you would inſiſt 
that a divine revelation, being intended for the 
general information of mankind, muſt be perſpi- 
cuous and free from difficulty; I would aſk, is 
Chriſtianity clear of difficulties in any of the uni- 
tarian ſchemes? Hath the Arian hypotheſis no 
difficulty, when it aſcribes both the firſt formation 
and the perpetual government of the univerſe, not 
to the Deity, but to an inferior being ? Can any 
power or wiſdom, leſs than the ſupreme, be a ſut- 
ticient ground for the truſt we are required to place 


in Providence? Make the wiſdom and the power 


of our ruler what you pleaſe ; ſtil} upon the Arian 
principle, it is the w.ſdom and the power of a crea- 
ture, Where then will be the certainty, that the 
evil, which we find in the world, hath not crept 
in through ſome imperfection in the original con- 
Tyance, or in the prelent management? ſince 


every 
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culties. And is it poſſible, that any doctrine con- LeT7TeR 
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LeTTer every intelle&t below the firſt may be liable tg 
* error, and any power ſhort of the ſupreme may be 
inadequate to purpoſes of a certain magnitude, 
But if evil may have thus crept in, what aſſurance 
can we have, that it will ever be extirpated ? In 
the Socinian ſcheme, 1s it no difficulty, that the 
capacity of a meer man ſhould contain that wiſdom, 
by which God made the univerſe? Whatever is 
meant by the word in St. John's Goſpel, it is the 
ſame word of which the evangeliſt ſays, that all 
things were made by it, and that it was itſelf made 
fleſn. If this word be the divine attribute Wiſdom; 
then that attribute, in the degree which was equal 
to the formation of the univerſe, in this view of the 
ſcripture-doctrine, was conveyed entire into the mind 
of a meer man, the ſon of a Jewiſh carpenter. A 
much greater difficulty, in my apprehenſion, than 
any that is to be found in the catholic faith. 

In the third ſection of your Seventh letter, you 
build an argument for the ſole deity of the Father, 
upon an aſſumption that he is the {le object of 
worſhip. To this argument I have replied “. | 
deny the aſſumption. I cite the example of St. 
Stephen, whoſe laſt act of worſhip was addreſſed 
to Chriſt. You allege, on the other ſide, the ex- 
ample of our Saviour, who himſelf prayed to the 
Father the authority of Origen; and I know not 
what early and univerſal practice. I reply, that 
our Saviour, as a man, owed worſhip to the Fa. 
ther. I maintain, that neither the authority of 
Origen, nor any univerſal practice of a later age, 
can outweigh the example of St. Stephen, were it 
ſingle; much leſs ſupported as it is by other ex. 

' amples of equal weight. The worſhip addreſſed 
to Chriſt by St. Stephen, and the Apoſtles, either 
proves the divinity of Chriſt, or it juſtifies rhe wor- 
ſhip of the ſaints and martyrs in the Roman church; 


| * Letter XI. 
| : and 
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and they who live in countries where the papal LAT I | 


ſuperſtition is eſtabliſhed, may without ſcruple, 
invocate St. Michael, St. Raphael, St. Abel, St. 
Abraham, St. Stephen, St. Sebaſtian, and all the 
ſaints, angelic and human, Jewiſh and Chriſtian, 
of the Roman calendar. | | 
The text of St. Paul (Col. 1. 15.) was produced 
by me *, not as the moſt explicit aſſertion that may 
be found in Scripture, of our Lord's divinity, but 
as an explicit aſſertion, that he is at leaſt ſomething 
much more than man, and that the univerſe was 
made by him. If the dignity of his nature were 
mentioned only in this ſingle paſſage, or were no- 
where deſcribed by higher titles than thoſe which 
the Apoſtle uſes here, the image of the inviſible 
“God and the frft-born of every creature,“ divi- 
nity night ſeem more than is implied in them. But 
when we recolle& the ftronger expreſſions which 
occur in other places; in particular St. Paul's aſſer- 
tion, that he was originally in the form of God, of 
which he emptied himſelf, to take the form of a 
ſervant, i. e. of a man; and when to all other proofs 
of the high dignity of his nature we add St. John's 
explicit doctrine of his eternity and Godhead , it 
muſt be very evident, that it could not be the in- 
tention of St. Paul, in this paſſage, to ſink the Son 
of God into the rank of a creature, or to ſeparate 
him from the divine nature. The force of St. 
Paul's deſcription in hoth its branches lies rather 
in the adjectives invi/ible and firſt-born, than in the 
ſubſtantives image and creature. The fifſt branch 
of che deſcription, that “he is the image of the 
* inviſible God,” points to a circumſtance, upon 
which the early fathers dwell, as one of the 
principal perſonal . diſt nctions: that it is in the 
perſon only of the Son that the glory of the God- 
head can be rendered viſible. For Cod, in the per- 
® Charge, p. 13, 
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LeTTer ſon of the Father, zo man hath ſeen at any time, 
XV. The Son is therefore an image of the inviſible 
deity; not as a likeneſs formed in a diſtinct ſubſtance, 
but as he, who in every inſtance of an immediate 
intercourſe between God and man, hath been the 
appearing perſon. The ſecond branch of the de. 
ſcription holds out a diſtinction between birth and 
creation, which implies that the Son's exiſtence is 
dependent on the Father's in ſome other manner 
than that in which any creature's exiſtence 1s de- 
pendent on its maker's. You muſt know, that the 
words in the original text, Tpwlcloxog maons xlictw, 
are equivalent to theſe; 6 rt Jets mpo r οα Nets, 
he who wwas born or begotten before any creation, or 
before any thing was made. © It is oblervable, (ſays 
„Dr. Clarke) that St. Paul does not here call 
our Saviour ręuloxrigov racng woes, the firſt C'6- 
« ated of all creatures, but rg U rang KITES, 
* the firſt-born of every creature; the firſt begotten 
& before all creatures.“ 
I allow, that “ there is nothing that can be 
called an account of the divine nature of Chriſt 
« 1n the goſpels of St. Matthew, St. Mark, or St. 
„ Luke .“ But every one of the goſpels abounds 
with paſſages, in which it is fo evidently implied, 
that no room is left to doubt, that the four evan- 
geliſts had but one opinion upon the ſubject. I can- 
not admit your poſition, that & each of the goſpels 
„ was intended to be a ſufficient inſtruction in the 
fundamental principles of the doarine of Chriſtia- 
«« nity 4.“ Nothing. ſeems to have been leſs the in- 
tention of any of the evangeliſts, than to compole a 
ſyſtem of fundamental principles. Inſtruction in fun- 
damentals in that age was orally delivered. The ge- 
neral deſign of the Evangeliſts ſeems to have been 


See ſobn i. 12. and vi. 46. 
+ Letters to Dr, Horſley, p. 91. t Ibid, 
nothing 
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nothing more, than to deliver in writing a ſimple, LzTTz 
unembelliſned narrative of our Lord's principal mira- XV. 
cles, to record the occurrences and actions of his life, 
which went immediately to the completion of the an- 
tient prophecies, or to the execution of the ſcheme of 
Man's redemption; and to regiſter the moſt intereſt- 
ing maxims of Religion and Morality, which were 
contained in his diſcourſes. The principles of the 
Chriſtian religion are to be collected neither from a 
fingle goſpel; nor from all the four goſpels; nor 
from the four goſpels with the acts and the epiſtles; 
but from the whole code of revelation, conſiſtin 
of the canonical books of the Old and New Teſta- 
ment: and for any article of faith the authority of 
a ſingle writer, where it is expreſs and unequiyo- 
cal, is ſufficient. Had St. Paul related what he 
law in the third heaven, I hope, Sir, you would 
have given him implicit credit, although the truth 
of the narrative mult have reſted on his ſingle teſti- 
mony, 

| cannot however grant, that the general tenor 
ot ſcripture ſuppoles not ſuch a trinity, as I contend 
tor*, I contend, that your doctrine is what ſtands 
upon particular texts ; while the catholic faith is 
lupported by the general tenor of the ſacred wri- 
tings, and by the conſent of thoſe writings, in many 
parts, with an univerſal tradition of unexplored 
antiquity. 

You aſk me, © why the doctrine of the Trinity, 
* if it be a truth, was not taught as explicitly in 
* the New Teſtament, as thz doctrine of the divine 
* unity both in Old and New +? And you ſay, 
that „ many paſſages in ſcripture inculcate the 
* doctrine of the Giving unity in the cleareſt and 
* firongelt manner +.” Be pleaſed, Sir, to pro- 


Letters to Dr. Horſley, p. $7, + Ibid. p. 92. 
Letters to Dr, Horſley, p. 93. 
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duce one of the many. I know of no doctrine of 
the divine unity, taught either in the Old Teſtament 
of in the New, but the doctrine that Jehovah, the 
God of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, the Creator of 
Heaven and Earth, is the one true God, in oppo- 
ſition to the variety of imaginary gods worſhipped 
by the heathen f. Concerning the metaphyſical 
unity of the divine nature the ſcriptufes are ſilent; 
except that by diſcovering a Trinity of perſons, 
they teach clearly what the Unity is not; namely, 
that it is not perſonal. If you imagine that the 
abſolute Unity of the divine ſubſtance is more eaſy 
to be explained than the Trinity, let me entreat 
you, Sir, to read the Parmenides. It is indeed in 
Plato's ſchool, if any where, that a man's eyes 
are likely to be opened to his own ignorance, Read 
the Parmenides You will then perhaps perceive, 
that that Unity which muſt be the foundation of 
all being, is itſelf of all things the moſt myſterious 
and incomprehenſible. I muſt know more of it 
than I do, before I can pretend to perceive, what 
is ſo clear to you, that you think that I cannot deny 
it, “that the doctrine of the Trinity looks like an 
infringement of the Unity “ 

The argument contained in the ſeventh ſection 
of your ſeventh letter ſplits, I think, into three, 
reſting on three different aſſumptions, The apol- 
tles both in the book of Acts, and in their epiſtles 
uſually call Chriſt a Man; therefore they knew not 
that he was God; for the diſcovery would have 
changed their language *. 
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They ſpeak of him as a man in reaſoning and LETTER 


argumentation. Therefore he was a man . 

They behaved to him as a man in their ordinary 
intercourſe with him ; therefore they had no appre- 
henſion that he was God F. " Te 

To the two firſt arguments it is an anſwer, that 
according to the faith which I defend, Chriſt is 
truly a man as well as God. It is no wonder there- 
fore that he ſhould be mentioned as a man, when 
nothing in the narrative, or in the argument, re- 
quires that his divinity ſhould be particularly 
brought in view. 

To the firſt argument 1n particular it is a further 
anſwer, that it was the ſtile of all the ſacred writers, 
and it is the ſtile of all writers, to name things ra- 
ther after their appearances than their interna] 
forms. The tempter you know, in the Moſaic hiſ- 
tory of the fall, is called the ſerpent, and is not 
once mentioned by any other name. The three 
angels, who appeared to Abraham in the form of 
men, are called men throughout the ſtory. _ 

To the ſecond argument 1n particular it is a fur- 
ther anſwer, that as the ſcheme of man's redemp- 
tion required the incarnation of the Son of God; 
the apoſtles [would often find it neceſſary, in rea- 
loning upon that ſcheme, and in argumentation in 
defence of it, to inſiſt on his humanity. : 

The third branch of the argument cannot be al- 
lowed to have any force at all, even though the aſ- 
{ſumption upon which it reſts ſhould be admitted, 
if we have the authority of the apoſtles, in their wri- 
ings, for the deity of Chriſt. The moſt that could 
be inferred, were the aſſumption true, would be ſome- 
thing ſtrange in their conduct; and even this might 
be a haſty inference. The ſingularity of their con- 
duct might diſappear, if the accounts which they 


+ Letters to Dr. H. p. 94. | Ibid. p. 93 & 94. 
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7 "kive left of our Lord's life on earth, and of their: ats 


tendance upon him, were more circumſtantial, But 
the truth is, that the foundations of this argument 
are unſound. It may be gathered from the evange- 
lical hiſtory, imperfect as it is, that the behaviour 
of the apoſtles to our Lord during his I. fe, pol- 
Feſled as they were with an imperfect wavering be. 
lief in him as the Meſſiah, and with indiſtinct no- 
tions of the Meſſiah's divinity, * was the natural 
behaviour of men under theſe impreſſions. They 


treat him upon all occaſions with a very diſtant 
reſerve: ſometimes they invoke him as a deity, as 


St. Peter when he was ſinking in the fea, and all 
the diſciples in the ſtorm. If the angels Michael 
or Gabriel ſhould come and live among us in the 
manner which you ſuppoſe “, Think we ſhould ſoon 
loſe our habitual recoflection of their angelic nature. 
It would be only occaſionally 190 wakened by extra- 
ordinary incidents. This at feaſt would be the 
caſe, if they mixed with us upon an even tooting, 
without aſſuming any badges of diſtinction, wear: 
ing a common garb, 'partaking of our lodging and 
ot our board, ſuffering in the ſame degree with 
ourſelves from hunger and fatigue, and ſeeking the 
ſame refreſhments. | The wonder would be if arr 
gels, in this diſguiſe, met with any other reſpett, 
than that which dignity of character commands, 
with ſomething of occafionat homage, when their 
miraculous help was needed. This was the reſpect 
which our Lord met with from his followers. You 
ſay, „he could not diveſt himſelf of his ſuperior 
e and proper nature :“ but St. Paul ſays quite 
the contrary ; that he emptied himſelf, and aſſumed 


a form, which ſet out of ſight the tranſcendant dig- 


nity of his nature, and deprived him of the homage 
due to it. The ſcheme of man's redemption required 


8 Lok to Dr. H. 5. 8 + Ibid. 
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this humiliagon. which made a part of the ſuffer- Leven 


ings by which our guilt was to be atoned. 

In the eighth ſection of this ſeventh letter, you 
argue againſt our Lord's divinity, from “ the man- 
« ner in which he ſpeaks of the power by which 
« he worked iracles, as not his own but the fa- 

* ther's d from the manner in which he 
ſpeaks of himſelf, ſaying, My Father is greater than 
I. If from ſach expreſſions you would be con- 
tent to infer, that the Almighty Father is indeed 
the fountain and the center of divinity, and that 
the equality of Godhead. is. to be underſtood with 
ſome myſterious ſubordination of the Son to the 
Father; you would have the concurrence of the an- 
tient fathers, and of the advocates of the true faith 
in all ages. If you would inter any other inferi- 
ority, than what is neceſſarily implied in the rela- 
tion of a Son; ſome of the very paſſages, to which 
you allude, will ſerve to your confutation. Such 
are thoſe ſayings of our Lord, recorded in St. John's 
goſpcl, that “ the Son can do nothing of himſelf“ 
— « the word which you hear is nat mine but the 
4 father's which ſent me + the father which 
« dwelleth in me, he docth the works $.” Refer 
the expreſſions to the context; and it will appear, 
that, with ſomething of a ſubordination on the part 
of the Son, they aſſert the moſt perfect identity of 
nature, the molt entire unity of will, and conſent 
of intellect, and an inceſſant co-operation in the 
exertion of common powers to a common purpoſe. 
You are, Sir, very poſitive in the aſſertion, that 
Dr. Waterland in particular, and all the ſtrict 
Athanaſians of the laſt age maintained, “that the 
* Trinity conſiſts of three perſons, all truly inde- 


1 1 to Dr. H. p. 95. 8 
* St. John, v. 19. + Ibid, xiv. 24. 5 Ibid, xiv. 10. 
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& pendent of each other“ . Upon this opinion, 
which you aſcribe to the ſtrict Athanaſians, you 
remark in your hiſtory +, that to make three pro- 
per diſtin perſons, independent of each other, is 
ro make three diſtinct Gods. I concur with you 
in this remark, in which you have been anticipated 
by the Roman Dionyſius; whoſe judgment you 
know, upon certain perſons of his own time, who, 
in their zeal againſt Sabellius, ran jnto this error, 
* is quoted with approbation by Athanaſius him- 
“ ſelf 1.“ But, Sir, I deny of Dr. Waterland in 


particular, and of the ſtrict Athanaſians of the laſt 


age in general, that they fall juſtly under this cen- 
Ure. 

Biſhop Bull, in his defence of the Nicene faith, 
tpends a whole chapter, and a very long chapter 
it is, upon the ſubject of the Son's ſubordination 
which he maintains to be as much a branch of the 
true faith, as the doctrine of the Son's eternity or 
conſubſtantiality. 

The ſame thing is aſſerted by Biſhop Pearſon, 
in his expoſition of the apoſtles creed. He ob- 
ſerves, that “in the very name of Father there is 
« ſomething of eminence, which is not in that of 
Son, and ſomething of priority we mult aſcribe 
* unto the firſt in reſpect of the ſecond perſon 5. 
M Ve muſt not therefore ſo far endeavour to 
e involve ourſelves in the darkneſs of this myl- 
„ tery, as to deny that glory which is clearly due 
„ unto the Father——he is God, not of any other, 
“ buf of himſelf ;——there is no other perſon who 
* is God, but is God of him. It is no diminution 


of the Son to ſay, he is from another—but it 


* Letters to Dr. H. p. 80. 

+ Vol I. p 147. 

4 See Dr. Pricfiley's Hiſt. vol. J. p. 65, and the fiſt of 
theſe Letters, $ Pdarſcn cu the cieed, p. 34. 
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& were a diminution to the Father to ſpeak ſo of LaTTER 
« him; and there muſt be ſome pre-eminence, XV. 
« where there is place for derogation—The firſt 

te perſon is a Father indeed by reaſon of his Son, bur 

% he is not God by reaſon of him; whereas the 
Son is not only Son in regard of the Father, 

« but alſo God by reaſon of the ſame .“ Upon 
this-pre-eminence of the Father the learned biſhop 

founds the congruity of the divine miſſion ꝓ; and 

he maintains, that * the dignity of the Father ap- 

*« pears from the order of perſons in the bleſſed 

« Trinity, of which he is undoubtedly the firſt. 

« Although in ſome paſſages of the apoſtolical diſ- 

© courſes, the Son may be firſt named——and i in ; 
others the Holy Ghoſt precede the Son 
« yet where the three perſons are barely enume- 
* rated, and delivered unto us as the rule of faith, 
« there that order is obſerved which is proper to 
« them—=this order hath been perpetuated in all 
« confeſſions of faith, and is for ever to be in- 
« violably obſerved *. And this order bring ſo 
generally acknowledged by the fathers, the biſhop 
remarks in a note, that © when we read in the 
* Athanaſian creed that in this Trinity none is afore 
** or after other, we mult underſtand the negation 
of the priority of perfection or time 8.“ 

To the ſame purpoſe the learned Mr. William 
Stephens, author of ſome able diſcourſes on the 
Trinity, in his ſermon on the eternal generation of 
the Son of God, preached before the Univerſity of 
Oxford, Augult 5th 1722; affirms, that © on the 
communication of the Godhead from the Father 
* to the Son—is founded and.eſtablithed all that 
* ſubordination, which we aſſert among the Per- 
* ſons of the Trinity,” He adds, that © unleſs 


+ Pearſon on the creed, p. 35. 1 Ibid, 
* Ibid, p. 37. $ Ibid, 
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LzerTrer © ſome ſubordination be maintained, we run into 
FIYS" Tritheiſm.“ For he agrees with you and me, 
that © three co-ordinate Perſons would be mani- 
| « feſtly three Gods.“ 9 5 
The ſame ſentiments are acknowledged by Dr. 
Waterland, in his commentary on the Athanaſian 
| © creed, * When it is ſaid, none is afore or after 
ee other, we are not to underſtand it of order; for 
te the Father is firſt, the Son ſecond, the Holy 
„ Ghoſt third in order. Neither are we to under- 
e ſtand it of office; for the Father is ſupreme in 
« office, while the Son and Holy Ghoſt conde- 
« ſcend to inferior offices. Bur we are to under- 
e ſtand it, as the creed itſelf explains it, of dura- 
tion and dignity 4.“ | 
From theſe paflages it appears, that you miſ- 
. repreſent the ſtrict Athanaſians of the laſt age, 
when you charge them with aſſerting ſuch a ſepa- 
ration and independence of the three Perſons, as 
would amount to Tritheiſm: and you miſrepreſent 
me, when you inſinuate, that I would ſet the three 
Perſons at a greater diſtance, than the Athanaſians 
of the laſt age allowed. I maintain that the three 
Perſons are one Being ; One by mutual relation, in- - 
diſſoluble connection, and gradual ſubordination : 
ſo ſtrictly one, that any individual thing in the 
whole world of matter and of ſpirit, preſents but a 
+ . Ffajntſhadow of their unity. I maintain that each 
; perſon by himſelf is God; becauſe each poſſeſſes 
tully eyery attribute of the divine nature, But I 
maintain that theſe Perſons are all included in the 
very idea of a God; and that for that reaſon, as 
well as for the identity of the attributes in each, 
it were impious and abſurd to ſay, there are three 
Gods. For to ſay there are three Gods, were to 
ſay there are three Fathers; three Sons, and three 


f | t Waterland on the Athanafian creed, p. 144- 
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Holy Ghoſts. I maintain the equality of the three LA r | 
Perſons in all the attributes of the divine nature. XV. 
I maintain their equality in rank and authority, 
with reſpe& to all created things, whatever rela- 
tions or differences may ſubſiſt between themſelves. 
Differences there muſt be, leſt 'we confound the 7 
Perſons; which was the error of Sabellius. But the _ » * 
differences can only conſiſt in the perſonal proper= » 
ties, leſt we divide the ſubſtance, and make a plu- 
rality of independent Gods. It will not put me 
out of conceit with the arguments, which T have 
brought to ſupport theſe ſacred truths, or with the 
illuſtrations which I have attempted, that you pro- 
nounce them equal in abſurdity to any thing in 
the Jewiſh cabala® (of which I ſuſpect you hardly 
know enough to judge with certainty of this pre- < 
tended reſemblance) or that you imagine, when you | 
read me, that you, are reading Peter Lombard, 
Thomas Aquinas, or Duns Scotus T. Perhaps, 
Sir, though a ptoteſtant divine, I may ſometimes E 
condeſcend to look into the Summa , and may be ; 
leſs mortified, than you conceive, with this com- 
pariſon. It was. well. meant, however, and is one 
of thoſe general depreciatory inſinuations, which ate 
apt to catch the vulgar, and may ſerve the purpoſe 
of a reply upon any occaſion, when a real reply 
is not to be framed, f 


I am, &c. 
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t — no Proteſtant, 1 imagine, willever think it worth 
his while to read many ſections in that work——the Summa, 
Hiſtory of Corruptions, vol. I. p. 119. 
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LETTER SIXTEENTH... 


"The Unitarian doctrine not well calculated for tht 


converſion of Jews, Mabometans, or Infidels, of 


army deſcription. 


Dax Sik, 20 
OU expreſs in your hiſtory, and iti your letters 
to me, a very charitable anxiety about Jews, 
Mahometans, and Infidels. It is one of your great 


objections to the doctrine of the Trinity, that it is, 
as you concelve, an obſtruction to their converſion, 


which you think might be ſpeedily effected, by 


reducing Chriſtianity to the Unitarian creed. My 


notion is, that it is our duty to adhere to the letter 
of the goſpel, and to leave it to God to open the 


eyes of Jews, Mahometans, and Infidels, in bis 


own time and in his own way. Your device of 


bringing them to believe Chriſtianiry, by giving 


the name of Chriſtianity to what they already be- 
lieve, in principle exactly reſembles the ſtratagem 
of a certain miſſionary of the Jeſuits, of whom! 


have ſomewhere redde; who, in his zeal for the 


converſion of an Indian chief, on whom the ſub- 
limity of the doctrine of the goſpel and the purity 
of its moral precepts made little impreſſion, told 


him that Chriſt had been a valiant and ſucceſsful 
warrior, who in the ſpace of three years had ſcalped 


men, women, and children without number. The 
ſavage was well-diſpoſed to become a diſciple of 


ſuch a maſter—He was baptized with his whole 


tribe, and the Jeſuit gloried in his numerous con 


verts. 


Pardon 


To DR. PRIE STL EY. 


I;1 


Pardon me, Sir, if I expreſs a doubt, whether Perry 


your ſtratagem promiſes equal ſucceſs. * For the 
ſews ; wheneyer they begin to open their eyes to 


che evidences of our Saviour's miffion, they will 


ſtill be apt to conſider the New Teſtament in con- 
nection with the Old, They will look for an 
2oreement, in principle at leaſt, between the goſpel 
and the law. When they accept the Chriſtian doc- 
trine, it will be as a later and a fuller diſcovery. 
They will reject it, if they cqnceive it to be con- 


tradictory to the patriarchal and the Moſaic reve- 


ations. Succeſſive diſcoveries of divine truth may 
differ, they will ſay, in fullneſs and perſpicuity, 
but in principle they muſt harmonize as parts'of 
one ſyſtem, They will retain ſome veneration for 
their traditional doctrines; and in their moſt an- 
tient Targums, as well as in alluſions in their ſacred 
books, they will find the notion of one Godhead 
in a Trinity of perſons; and they will perceive, 
that it was in contradiction to the Chriſtians, that 
their later rabbin abandoned the notions of their 
forefathers. The Unitarian ſcheme of Chriſtianity 


is the laſt therefore to which the Jews are likely 


to be converted, as it is the moſt at enmity with 

their antient faith. hy : oe ors th 
With the Mahometans indeed, your proſpects 

may ſeem more promiling ; as the whole by 

between you and them * very inconſiderable. 

The true Muſſulman believes as much or rather 


more of Chriſt, than the Unitarian requires to be 


believed; and though the Unitarians have not 


yet recogniſed the Uiyine miſſion of Mahomet, 


there is good ground to think, they will not long 
ſtand out. In Unitarian writings of the laſt cen- 
tury, 1t is allowed of Mahomer, that he had no 
other deſign than to reſtore the belief of the unity 
of God Of his religion, that it was not meant 
for a new religion, but for a reſtitution of the true 

| intent 


* 


fference 


* 


* 
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LzTzzR intent of the Chriſtian—Of the grand prevalence 
XVI. of the Mahometan religien, that it hath been owe. 


ing, not to force, and the ſword, but to that one 
truth contained in the Alcoran, the unity of God. 
With theſe friendly diſpoſitions towards each other, 
it ſhould ſeem that the Mahometan and the Unita- 
rian might eaſily be brought to agree. But the 
experiment hath been very ſeriouſly tried, without 
any event anſwerable to the expectation. You may 
not know it, Sir, but ſo it was, that in the reign 
of Charles the ſecond, a negociation was regularly 
opened, on the part of our Engliſh Unitarians, 
with his excellency Ameth Ben Ameth, ambaſſador 
of the emperor of Morocco at the Britiſh court, in 
order to form an alliance with the Mahometan prince 
for the more effectual propagation of the Unitarian 
rinciples. The two Unitarian. divines, who un- 
ertook this ſingular treaty, addreſs. the ambaſſa- 
dor and the Muſſulmen of his ſuite, ag © votaries 
e and tellow-worſhippers of the ſole ſupreme deity,” 
They return thanks to God, that he hath preſerved 
the emperor of Morocco, and his ſubjects, in the 
excellent knowledge of one only ſovereign God, 


who hath no diſtinction nor plurality of perſons; 


and in many other wholeſome doctrines. They 
ſay, that they with their pens defend the faith of 
one ſupreme, God, and that God raiſed up Maho- 
met to do the {ame with the ſword, as. a ſcourge 
on idolizing Chriſtians. They therefore ſtile them- 
ſelves the fellow-champions with the Mahometans 
for theſe truths. They offer their aſſiſtance, to 
- purge the Alcoran of certain corruptions and in- 
terpolations, which, after the death of Mahomet, 
had crept into his papers of which the Alcoran was 
- compoſed. For of Mahomet they think too highly, 
to ſuppoſe that he could be he, - of the many re- 


pugnancies, which are to be found inthe * 
| ; that 


i, 


10 Pi. PRIESTLEY: 


' that go under his nate, This work they declare 22 


themſelves willing to undertake for the vindication 
of Mahomet's glory. They intimate, that the 
correct ions, which they would propoſe, would ren- 
der the Alcoran more econſiſtent, not with itſelf 
only, but with the goſpel of Chriſt; of which they 
ſay Mahomet pretended to be but a preacher. They 
tell the ambaſſador, that the Unitarian Chriſtians 
are a great and conliderable people. To give 
weight to the aſſertion, they enumerate the here- 
fiarchs of all ages who have oppoſed the Trinity, 


from Paulus Samoſatenſis down to Fauſtus Socinus , 


and the leaders of the Polonian fraternity : they ce- 
lebrate the modern tribes of Arianiſing Chriſtians; 
as aſſertors of the proper unity of God; and they 
cloſe the honourable liſt with the Mahometans 
themſelves, © All theſe,. they ſay, maintain the 
faith of one — God. And why ſhould we for- 
get to add you Mahometans, who alſo conſent 
* with us in the belief of one only ſupreme deity.” 
Such is the ſubſtance. of a letter, which they pre- 
ſented to the ambaſſador, with ſome latin manu- 
ſcripts reſpecting the differences between Chriſti- 
anity and the Mahometan religion, and contain- 
ing an ample detail of the Unitarian tenets. They 
apply to the Muſſulman as to a perſen of known 
« diſcernment in ſpiritual and ſublime matters” 
and they intreat him to communicate the import 
of their manuſcripts to the conſideration of the 
fitteſt perſons of his countrymen. This ſingular 
epiſtle may be ſeen entire in Dr. Leſlie's Socinian 
controverſy diſcuſſed. An hundred years are almoſt 
elapſed, ſince theſe overtures were made to the 
Moor; and as no effect hath yet followed, it 
ſhould ſeem, that the converſion of the Mahome- 
tans to the Unitarian Chriſtianity is as unlikely as 
that of the Jews. | | * 

U For - 
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. For the unbelievers, Sir, Mr. Gibbon, as you 
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ſeem yourſelf to intimate, hath given you but 
ſlender hopes *. Unbelievers indeed are of two 
deſcriptions. The ſober Deiſts, who rejecting re- 
velation, acknowledge however the obligations of 
morality, believe a Providence, and expect a fu- 
ture retribution: and the Atheiſts, who have nei- 
ther hope nor fear beyond the preſent life, deny 
the Providence of God, and doubt at leaſt of his 
exiſtence. en e BY 

Infidels of the firſt deſcription will hardly be- 
come your diſciples, becauſe you have nothing to 
teach them, but what they think they know. 
« We think, they will ſay, no leſs reverently than 
you of the moral attributes of God, Upon our 
notions of his attributes we build an expectation 
of a future exiſtence; and we look for a lot of 
happineſs or miſery, in our future life, according 
to our deſerts in this. The whole difference between 
you and us 1s this, that we believe the ſame things 
upon different evidence : you, upon the teſtimony 
of a man, who you ſay was raiſed up to preach 


- theſe truths: we, upon the evidence of reaſon, 


which we think a higher evidence than any human 
teſtimony. We think that a revelation is pre- 
tended with a very ill grace, when nothing hath 
been actually revealed. Revelation is diſcovery. 
The doctrines of a God, a Providence, and a fu- 
ture ſtate were known to the Jews before Chriſt; 
to the Patriarchs before Moſes ; they have been 
Known to thinking men in all ages: and there can 
be no place for diſcovery, where there hath been 


„Mf. Gibbon has abſolutely declined to dil 


cuſs with me, as | propoſed to him, the hiſtorical evidences 
of Chriſtianity.” Preface to Reply to Monthly Review for 
June, p. 8. | | | 


no 


To! DI. PRIESTLEx. 


no concealment.” ' If you would ſay, that the LETTER 


end of revelation is, to extend to all mankind. that 
uſeful knowledge which muſt otherwiſe have been 
enjoyed but by a few; to convey information by 
teſtimony to thoſe who are incapable of informing 
themſelves; by abſtract reaſoning; that the goſpel 
is therefore a reyelation, becauſe to the bulk of 
mankind it is a diſcovery, and a diſcovery of ſuffi- 
cieat importance to claim a divine original: they 
will reply, that whatever weight this argument 
might carry, if it were urged by thoſe who take 
the ſcriptures in their lteral meaning, and con- 
ceive that the revelation is conveyed in a plain 
undilguiſed language; it is a feeble weapon in 
the hand of an Unitarian. If your method of 
interpretation be the true one, the firſt preachers 
of Chriſtianity, they will ſay, differed not from 
other moraliſts, otherwiſe than by the wonderful 
obſcurity of their language, and the air of myſtery 
which they have contrived to throw over the ſim- 
pleſt truths, Their enigmatic language is as little 
adapted to popular apprehenſion, as the abſtruſe 
realonings of philoſophers. The ſucceſs of their 
doctrine hath been. ſuch as might have been well 
foreſeen, They were ſtudious of obſcurity—they 
have attained their end. They have been miſun- 
derſtood by a great majority of their followers for 
almoſt two thouſand years. They profeſſed to 
teach the pure worſhip of the true God. The lan- 
guage, in which they conveyed their doctrine, hath 
deen the means of introducing the groſſeſt idola- 
iry, We will not truſt ourſelves to ſuch danger- 
ous guides, who, as you expound their writings, 
never ſpake upon the molt intereſting ſubjects 
without figure and equivocation.“ 
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For the Atheiſtic infidels, who are in the firſt 
place to be convinced of the exiſtence of a deity ; 
your doctrine, that there is no mind in man, but 
what reſults from- the organization of the brain, 
will never lead them to conclude, that mind is 


older than body in the univerſe. You would 


eg me, the Atheiſt will ſay, that there is an 
igher intellect than mine, the cauſe of all things. 
But if intellect in me be the reſult of motion, 
why not in any other intelligent? Tou only con- 
firm my incredulity, and multiply my doubts, 
You make me doubt of my own intellect, while 


you would account for its production; and you 


confirm the ſuſpicion - which I have long enter- 
tained, that the material world is older than its 
ſuppoſed maker: that mind, if indeed ſuch a 
thing exiſts, hath like all other things ſtarted ſpon- 
taneouſly from a corporeal chaos, and inſtead of 
being the firſt cauſe and the governing principle, 
is the youngeſt of all nature's productions.“ Your 
principle that death is an utter extinction of the 
man, your Atheiſticat pupil will eaſily admit. 
But it is little likely to awaken him to the hope 
of a future exiſtence. The hope which you hold 
out of a reſurrection, he will tell you, is no hope 
at all, even admitting that the evidence of the 
thing could, upon your principles, be indiſputable. 
« The Atoms which compoſe Me, your Atheiſt 
will fay, may indeed have compoſed a man be- 
fore, and may again. But Me they will never 
more compoſe, when once the preſent Me is difſi- 
pated. I have no recollection of a former, and 


no concern about a future ſelf. = 


Et nunc nihil ad nos de nobis attinet, ante 
Qui fuimus; nec jam de illis nos afficit ango!, 


Quos 


10 DRY PR LESTLEY. BS. - 
Quos de materia noſtrà nova proferet ætas. N : 


Inter enim m eſt vitii pauſa, vageque 
Deerarunt paſſim motus ab ſenſibus omnes.“ a 


It ſhould ſeem, Sir, that your doctrines are ill 
calculated for the converſion of Jews or Infidels. 
Upon the Mahometans their efficacy hath been 
tried without ſucceſs, The Unitarians therefore 
are not likely 1 to * * inſtruments of theſe con- 
verſions. 


- 


Iam, &c. 
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LETTER SEVENTEENTH. 
e Archdeacon takes love of the comreverſy. 


DAR Sia, 


Lerrsx II might be but conſiſtent with the pride, which 


XVII. 


you impute to me as a churchman, and the 
contemptuous airs which I am apt to give myſelf 
with reſpect to diſſenters ꝰ; were I to cloſe our pre. 


ſent correſpondence without any notice of your ani- 


madverſions upon that part of my Charge, which 
regards the ſtudies of the younger clergy, and what 
you are pleaſed to call my terms of communion. 
It might be a ſufficient, and not an unbecoming 
reply, to remind you that I ſpoke ex cathedrg, and 
hold myſelf accountable for the advice which | gave 
to no human judicature, except the KING, the 
Metropolitan, and my Dioceſan. This would indeed 
be the only anſwer, which I ſhould condeſcend to 
give to any one for whom I retained not, under 
all our differences, a very conſiderable degree of 
perſonal eſteem. But as Dr. Prieſtley is my adver- 
ſary, in ſome points I could wiſh to ſet him right, 
and in ſome I deſire to explain. 

If I have any where expreſſed myſelf contemp- 
tuouſly, the contempt is not of you, but of your 
argument upon a particular ſubject, upon wbich 
I truly think you argue very weakly ; and of your 


information upon 4 point, in which 1 truly think 


* « Tf your pride as a churchman, and the contemptuou: 
« airs you give yourſelf with reſpect to Diſſenters, &c. 


Letters to Dr. H. p. 112. 


ou 
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you are ill informed. This hinders not, but that Lern 


may entertain the reſpect which I profeſs for your 
learning in other ſubjects, for your abilities in all 
ſubjects in which you are learned, and a cordial 
eſteem and affection for the virtues of your cha- 
racter, which are great and amiable. Tour at- 
tack being made upon thoſe parts of the eſtabliſhed 
faith, which J conceive to be fundamental princi- 
, ples of the Chriſtian religion, I hold it my duty to 
new the weakneſs of your reaſoning ; to expoſe 
your inſufficiency in theſe ſubjects; and to bear my 
teſtimony aloud againſt your doctrine. Between 
duty to God and to his church, and reſpe& for 
man, it were criminal to heſitate, Upon any oc- 
calion, wherein complaiſance might be allowed to 
operate, you are the laſt perſon, whoſe feelings I 
would have wounded. 


artifices, which are incompatible with that purity 
of intention which I would ſeem willing to allow *, 
In your laſt pamphlet, you complain that I have 
charged you with {ſeveral inſtances of groſs diſinge- 
nuity +. I am ſenſible that in theſe letters you will 
find more and ſtronger inſtances of charges, which 
you will be apt to interpret as unfavourably ; and 
this T fear will heighten the ſuipicion which you ex- 
preſs, that even the compliments I ſometimes pay 
you are ironically meant i. „i 
Indeed, Sir, in quoting antient authors, when 
you have underſtood the original, which in many 


guilty of much reſerve and management. This 
appears in ſome inſtances, in which you cannot 
pretend, that your own inadvertency, or your 
printer's, hath given occaſion to unmerited impu- 


Letters to Dr. Horſley, p. 12. * 2 


| + Remarks on the Monthly Review, p. 12, note. 
1 Letters to Dr. H. p. 110. 


tations. 


Lou ſeem to think that I ſecretly ſuſpect you of | 


Inſtances is not the caſe, you have too often been 


s* 


. 


/ 
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lerrte tations. I with that my complaints upon this head 


concluſion from this unſeemly practice, againſt the 
general probity of your character. But you muſt 
allow me to lament, that men of integrity, in the 
fervice of what they think a good end, ſhould in- 
dulge themſelves ſo freely as they often do; in the 
ule of unjuſtifiable means. Time was when the 
practice was openly avowed, and Origen himſelt 
was among its defenders. The art which he recom- 


mended, he ſcrupled not to employ. I Have pro- 


duced an inſtance; in which to filence an adverſary, 
he hath recourſe to the willful and deliberate alle- 
gation of a notorious falſchood; "You have gone 
no ſuch length as this. I think you may believe 


me fincere, when I ſpeak reſpectfully of your worth 


and integrity, notwithſtanding that I find occaſion 
to charge you with ſome degree'of blame, in a ſort in 
which the great character of Origen was more deeply 


infected. Would to God it had been otherwiſe. 


Would to God I could with truth have boaſted, 
« Tothefe low arts ſtooped Origen, but my contem- 
porary, my great antagoniſt, diſdains them.” How 


would it have heightened the pride of victory, could 


I have found a fair occaſion to be thus the herald 
of my adverſary's praiſe.  _ J 
I am not fenſible, that I have ſpoken'contemptu- 


- ouſly of diſſenters in general. A fair and conſcien- 


cious diſſent ĩs not the object of contempt ; neither 
is a petulant hoſtilicy againſt eſtabliſhments reſpett- 


able. /The praiſe which I give the church of Eng- 
land, that ſhe is the firſt in conſideration of all the 


proteſtant churches, is no- more than liberal diſ- 
ſenters have themſelves allowed. I have heard, 
from very good authority, of a converſation that 


paſſed between the late Dr. Chandler and a cler BY 
ma 


— 


10 Da. PRIESTLEY. : ö 161 


mem of the Church of Scotland, in which Chandler Lerres 
wi a warm advocate for the conſtitution of the XVII. 
church of un w any of the re- 
furmed Chun hes. You will remember, that I make 
the learmimg; amd the prcty of her clergy, of which 
ample momumonts arc extant, the bats of her pre- 
cmmence to which however another circumſtance 


fplcncm agi Lood Pener, | 5m 293. think you ; 
2 Wenne 


thor any young Cleray- 
to the counte of f- 
E 
without Du. Wins es Dr. Clarke's 
Kanute dinffiranc f. Ihe Loft weir communs | 
imdced a wery full cuir f h¹m of the ars rearing wo 
the T'rummry, The finom the tarhers = 
1 - the leaned author having carctolly 
ideficd choir patiſages whack, walken by thomidwcs 
i dnn firm whcur contexts, ferm ftxvouralblc 

I will mar however dey, 


2s you and I have 
D Perhaps mo- 
. bus the cacafincks of doubr, aud vo a jut 


* See L ny D. Halley, b . t#likps 
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Lzrpz ſenſe of the importance of the queſtion, could en- 
. gage any man in the toil-of the enquiry. For my 
don partTfhall nor heſitate to cenfels, that I ſet out 

with great ſeruples. But the progreſs of my mind 

hath been the very reverſe of yours. It was at 

i firſt my principle, as it is ſtill yours, that all 
appearance of difficulty in the doctrine of the 

goſpel muſt arife from miſinterpretation; and I was 

fond of the expedient of getting rid of myſtery, 

by ſuppoſing a figure in the language. The harſh- 

5 18 ke Rue which Tad edu occaſion 

to ſuppoſe, and the obvious uncertainty of all 
figurative interpretations, ſoon gave me a diſtruſt 

of this method of expounding: and Butler's Ana- 

logy cured me of the folly of looking for nothing 
myſterious in the true ſenſe of a divine revelation. 

By this cure I was prepared to become an eaſy 

convert to the doctrine of atonement and ſatisfac- 

tion; which ſeemed to furniſh- incentives to Pi- 

ety, that no other doctrine could ſupply. I ſoon 
13 the value of the atonement was 
eightened, and what a-ſublimity accrued to the 
whole doctrine of Redemption, by the notion, 
clearly conveyed in the ſeriptures literally taken, 
of a redeemer deſcending from a previous ſtate of 
glory, to become our teacher and to make the ex- 
piation. Thus I was brought to a full perſua- 
ſion of our Lord's pre- exiſtent dignity. Having 
once admitted his pre- exiſtence in àn exalted ſtate, 

I ſaw, the neceſſity of placing him at the head of 

the creation. For a derived pre- exiſtent Being, 

«© {uppoſed to animate the body of Jeſus, who is 

not alſo the maker of the world, is, as you well 

d obſerve, a meer creature: of the imagination; 

vhoſe exiſtence is not to be inferred, with the 

<«<:lealt colourable pretext from the ſeripture“: 


N Letters to Dr, Horſley, P. 84. 3 Ka 
| ſince 


= 4 . ; 2 
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ſince it is not to be found either in the literal, or Lerren © 


in the figurative meaning. Not in the literal con- XVII. 


feſſedly. Not in the figurative; becauſe if the 
texts, which ſpeak of Chriſt as the maker of the 
world, admit a figurative conſtruction; „ much 
* more thoſe which refer only to his pre- exiſt- 
« ence +.” 1 thank you, Sir, for expreſſing my 
own ſentiments with ſo much perſpicui: y, and for 


proving them with ſo much evidence. Being thus 


convinced, that our Lord Jeſus Chriſt is indeed the 
maker of all things; I found that I could not reſt. 
ſatisfied with the notion of a maker of the univerſe 


not God. I ſaw that all the extravagancies of the 


Gnoſtics hung upon that one principle: and I could 


have little opinion of the truth of a principle, which 
ſeemed ſo. big with miſchief. I then ſet myſelf to 


conſider, whether I knew enough of the divine 


unity, to pronounce the Trinity an infringement 


« of it.“ Upan this point, the Platoniſts, whoſe 
acquaintance I now began to cultivate,, ſoon 


brought me to a right mind. It was in this ſtage - 
of my enquiries, while I was wavering between 
the Arian tenets in their original extent, and the 
true faith, that I firſt opened Dr. Clarke's Scripture- 
Doctrine of the Trinity. I ſat ſeriouſiy down to the 
peruſal of the book Il roſe a firm and decided 
Trinitarian. And why not recommend to others, 
you will ſay, a book which had ſo principal a ſnare 


in your own converſion? I will tell you. It is one 


of thoſe books, which may either inſtruct or mil- 
lead, according to the previous attainments and 
habits of the ſtudent. I was much at home in the 


Greek language; I had redde the Eccleſiaſtical 


Hiſtorians, and 1 had been many years in the ha- 
bits of thinking for myſelf, upon a variety of ſub- 


+ Hiſtory of Corruption, vol. J. Pe 146. . 
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ds, before I opened Dr. Clarke's book. There is 
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to this uſe, it may be ſerviceable, _ But they, who XVIL 


from a modeſt ſenſe of their own. inſufficiency in 
the learned languages, and in eceleſiaſtical hiſtory, 
may be diſpoſed to liſten to the opinion of the 
writer, will be more miſledde by his authority than 
they will be informed by the compilation. In a 
word, it is a book of which a ſcholar may make his 
vſe, but I cannot recommend it. to young Divines, 
in the beginning of their ſtudies, 

In the concluſion of your Seventh letter, you 
ſpeak of a certain defence of Bp. BulF's of the dam-. 
natory clauſe in the Athanaſian creed; of which, 
naſmuch as I have recommended the writings of Bp. 
Bull without exception, you, © preſume, you tell 
* me, that I approve.” And to correct theſe ex- 
preſſions, which ſtate as a preſumption only, or an 
nference, what might be directly proved upon 
me by my own words, you add in a parenthe- 
fs, that 1 have mentioned this among the moſt 
valuable works of that learned prelate *, Of 
whatever importance, Sir, I may conceive it to 
be, that the faith which was firſt. delivered to the 
kints ſhould be preſerved whole and undefiled; 
vhateyer I may think of the folly and the crime of 
ktting up private judgement” for the rule of pub-- 
e opinion, in oppoſition to a tradition traced to 
ihe firſt ages, and by conſequence of the ſame au- 
bority with that on which the credit of the Canon 
ſts; I am no lover of damnatory clauſes. I am 
a enemy to any application of damnatory clauſes 
o particular perſons. Fam hopeful, that there is 
nore folly in the world than — 4.3 more igno- 
ance than poſitive infidelity, more error than here- 
per How is it then, that I recommend 
defence of the damnatory clauſe, among the moſt 
Muable of a learned Biſhop's works? Sir, did 


2 Letters to Dr. Horſley, p. 100. 
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LxT7z* you write this in your ſleep? Or is it in a dream 
XVII. only that I feem to read it ? Biſhop Bull's defence 


of the damnatory clauſe.! From you, Sir, I have 


now my firſt information that Biſhop. Bull ever 
| wrote upon the ſubject. The writings of Biſhop 


Bull which 1 have particularly recommended, are 
theſe three Latin treatiſes ; Defenſio fidei Niceng ; 
Judicium Eccleſis Catholice de neceſſitate credendi 
Jeſum Cbriſtum eſſe verum Deum; Primitiva et 
Apoſtolica traditjio de Jeſu Chriſti divinitate. To 
which T might have added a fourth, of leſs im- 
portance, Animadverſiones in brevem tractatum Gul. 
Clerke, &c. "Theſe are all his writings upon 


of Trinitarian Controverſy, which are contamed 


"the edition of his Latin works by Grabe. In 
theſe treatiſes there is no defence of the damnatory. 
clauſe ;* nor, that I recollect, any mention of the 
Athanafian creed. There is ng defence of the 
damnatory clauſe in the ſermons and Engliſh tracts 
publiſhed by Mr. Nelſon. Nor can I find any ſuch 
tract mentioned by Mr. Nelſon. among the Biſhop's 


loſt works; for many ſmall, pieces, which it was 


known that he had written, were never found after 
his death. Where have I mentioned, Sir, with 
ſuch"high approbation, a work which I declare I 
have never ſcen; and of which, you will forgive 


4 „ 


nie, if I fjll doubr the exiſtence? 


” 
: 
_ 9 —— 


Had I been awate of the offence which I find the 


word cendenticle hath given, I would have avoided 


the uſe of it. We are engaged in a ſubject, in which 
I held it my duty to diſplay my argument in its ut- 
moſtfforce; and even to uſe pretty freely that high 


_ ſeaſoning of controverly, which may intereſt the 
reader's attention; but I would not willfully give 


offence” by harſh words, from which the reaſoning 
may acquire neither force nor luſtre. You ſay, that 


the word conventicle uſually ſignifies, an unlawfu 


aſſembly. For my own part I thought it barely 
20 : . | ; * 


vo, PA PRTRSAH LEK „ 
equivalent, to the old Greek word ore, which Laxxas 
was the name for certain irregular aſſemblies, not VIE 
as illegal; for the word was brought into. uſe. in 
an age when all aſſemblies of Chriſtians were, in 

the civil ſenſe, equally illegal; but it was the name 
for aſſemblies, meeting for the purpole of religious 

worſhip, without authority from the Biſhop, - Such 
aſſemblies in the primitive ages were thought to be 
ſpiritually unauthorized; and in this ſenſe the word 
conventicle is applicable at this day to many reli- 

gious meetings, which are not liable to any legal 
penalties. I could have wiſhed, that the ule 4 It 

had been conſidered as one of the meer archaiſms 

of my ſtile, in which nothing of inſult was intended. 

I muſt however declare, that it would give me 
particular pleaſure to receive conviction, that Mr. 
Lindſey's meeting-houſe and your own are not 

more empharically conventicles; in your own ſenſe, 

that is, in the worſt ſenſe of the word. From per- 

ſonal reſpect for you and him, I ſhould, be happy 

to be aſſured, that you ſtand not within the danger 

of the 35th of Eliz. c. 1. or the 17th C. 2. c. 2. 

To the penalties of which, and of other ſtatutes, 1 

muſt take the liberty to tell you, you; are obnoxi-. 

ous, notwithſtanding the late act of the 19th, of his. 
preſent majeſty. in favour, of difſenters, unleſs at . 

the general or quarter ſeſſions of the peace for the 

county where you live, you have made a certain 
declaration *, which is required by that act, inſtead 

of the ſubſcription to articles, required by the for- 

mer acts of Toleration. I am ſorry, Sir, to inform 

you, that T find no entry of Mr. Lindſey's decla- - 
ration in the office of the clerk of the peace either 
for the county of Middleſex; or, the city of Weſt- 
minſter, Could I make the ſame enquiry concern- 
ing you (which the diſtance of your reſidence pre- 
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vents) 1 fear 1 ſhould have the mortification to 
find, that you have no more than your friend 
complied with the laws, from which you claim pro- 
tection. A report prevails, that you both object 


to the declaration, from conſcientious ſcruples. 


A very ſufficient excuſe for not making it; but no 


excuſe at all for doing what the law allows not to 


be done, except upon the expreſs condition, that 
the declaration be previouſly made, Had you 
made the declaration, you might indeed be intitled 
to the ſame indulgence by virtue of the late act, to 
which you would have been intitled by a ſubſcrip- 


tion to certain articles under former Acts of To- 


leration; but not without the performance of cer- 
tain other conditions, required by the 1ſt of Wil- 
liam and Mary, c. 18. from which other condi- 
tions diſſenters are not releaſed by any ſubſequent 
ſtatutes. For the ſingle operation of the 19th of 


our preſent gracious ſovereign, c. 44. is to ſubſti- 


tute a ſhort and general declaration, inſtead of a 
more particular ſubſcription. All other limitations 
of the indulgences granted by the 1ſt of William 


and Mary ſtand as they were. Had you therefore 


made the declaration which the law demands, ftill | 
ro intitle your 5 "has the benefit of the Tole- 

ration, it would have neceſſary that the places 
of them ſhould be certified (according to the laſt 
clauſe of rſt of William and Mary, c. 18.) either to 
the Biſhop of the Dioceſe, or to the Archdeacon of 
the. Archdeaconry, or to the Juſtices of the Peace 
at the General or Quarter Seſſions of the Peace for 
the County, City, or Place where ſuch meeting 
may be held *.——T-have ſearched the Regiſters of 


the Epiſcopal court of London, of the Archdeacon's 
court of Middleſex, and the records of the ſeſſions 


Weſtminſter, for an entry of the houſe in 
8 | „Appendix, Ne v. 


for the County of Middleſex and for the 5 4 


ſtreet, 
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„without fucceſs. About your meeting-houſe Lzrran 

am prechuded, as before, from making a regular XVII. 
"enquiry. But | fear you have not taken the pro- : 
per meaſures for your legal ſecurity ; becauſe the 
profeſſed ground of your diſſent from the church 

of England is not a meer diſagreement about 
particular articles, but a general denial of the 

magiſtrates authority, either to prohibit or to 

tolerate T. Still, Sir, were you ready to comply 

with the requiſitions of the law in theſe two particu- 

lars, the declaration of your own belief in the holy 
ſcriptures, and the notification of the place of meet- 

ing to the eccleſiaſtical or the ſecular magiftrate, Mr. 

Lindfey and you, by the doctrines which you pub- = 
licly maintain *, are excluded from all benefits of —_ 
the Acts of Toleration. Your meeting houſe and 
his, contrary to your imagination, are Illegal; vx- 

KNOWN to the laws, and UNPROTECTED by them. 

If this be the definition of a Conventicle, they are 

ConvenTiCues by the expreſs letter of «he law, | 
and in your own conſtruction of the word. Still, = 
Sir, I had no thought to inſult over your miſerable . i 
unprotefed ſtate; The extravagant outcry. which you nn 
bave made, and the arrogance with which you pre- 
ſume to ſet your conventicles upon a footing with 
our own churches ||, have provoked me to ſalute you 
with theſe unwelcome truths. Reſpect for individuals | 
in Mr, Lindſey's congregation and in yours, as well | 
as for you and him, would have reſtrained me ' 2=_- 
from the uſe of a word, which 1 had perceived to 
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+ « Excluſive of every thing contained in the religion 
„of the church of England, it is chiefly the authority by 
* which it is enjoined that diſſenters object to in it.“ Hiſt, 
of Corruptions, vol. II. p. 357. 
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|| © pour places of worſhip are as legal as yours 
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_ LerrTzn be any otherwiſe reproachful, than as it might con- 
XVII. ana ſtrong diſapprobation and cenſure of your 
doctrine, and a ſerious diſavowal of your authority 
to exerciſe the ſacred function. If this is to be 
deemed reproach, I am not at liberty to abſtain from 
it. Your doctrine I muſt diſapprove and cenſure, 
becauſe I conceive it to be a grols, I truſt not a will- 
ful, corruption of the word of God. If your au- 
thority, I ſpeak not now of the authority which 
_ derives from human laws; but even in that you are 
deficient; for a meer exemption from civil penal- 
ties, which ſtill is more than you enjoy, differs 

from authority, juſt as the King's pardon differs 
from his favour : if your ſpiritual authority, as mi- 
niſters of the word and ſacraments, is wrongfully 
called in queſtion ; you muſt bear with the preju- 
dices of a churchman, ' who, when he reviews the 
practice of the primitive ages; when he ponders 
our Saviour's parting promiſe to be always. preſent 
| with the Apoſtles, the delegated preachers of the 
B goſpel, even to the end of the world; when he con- 
| nects it with the hiſtory of the firſt ordinations, and 
ich the great ſtreſs laid upon the Biſhop's autho- 
rity, by Clemens, the fellow. labourer of St. Paul, 
by Ignatius, the diſciple of St. John, and by the 
whole church for many ages; allows himſelf to be 
eaſily perſuaded, that the authority of the commiſſion, 
under which he acts, is ſomething more than meer 
human legiſlation can convey; and, while he would 
abhor to inforce civil penalties, may think it his duty 
by occaſionally to proteſt againft a ſpiritual uſurpation. 
L Indeed, Sir, when I revolve in my thoughts the va- 
| rious diſorders and diſtractions, which I have ſeen 
in my own country within the compaſs of my own 
lite, ariſing from the irregular zeal of felf-conſti- 
tured teachers of religion; when I reflect, how the 
unity of the church hath been torn, how tender 
conſciences are every day diſturbed with groundlels 

* | a ſcruples, 


To Da. PRIESTL EY. : 


_ 


ſcruples, -and melancholy tempers driven to in- LzTrraz! 


ſanityz how the ſimplicity of. the vulgar hath been XVII. 


firſt abuſed, and their principles in the end unſettled; 


when J recollect, how eminently the State hath lately 


been endangered, and the proteſtant cauſe diſgraced, 
by a combination of wild fanatics, pretending to 


aſſociate for the preſervation of the reformed reli- 
gion; when I conſider, how by theſe ſcandals the 
true religion hath itſelf been brought into diſcredit; 
how it hath been injured by attempts to inflame 
devotion-on the one hand, and by theories fabrica- 
ted to reduce the myſtery of its doctrines on the 
other; when I conſider that the root of all theſe 


evils hath been the prevalency of a principle, of 


which you ſeem diſpoſed to be an advocate, that 
every man who hath credit enough to collect a con- 
gregation, hath a right, over which the magiſtrate 
cannot without tyranny exerciſe controul, to cele- 
brate divine worſhip according to his own form, and 
to propagate his own opinions; ] am inclined to be 
1 a principle, which hath proved, I had almoſt 
ſaid, fo ruinous; and I lean the more to the opinion, 
that the commiſſion of a miniſtry, perpetuated by 


regular ſucceſſion, is ſomething more than a dream 


of cloyſtered gownmen, or a tale impoſed upon the 
vulgar, to ſerve the ends of avarice and ambition. 
For whatever confuſion human folly may admit, a 
divine inſtitution muſt have within itſelf a proviſion 
for harmony and order. And upon theſe prin- 
ciples, though I wiſh that all indulgence ſhould be 


ſhewn to tender conſciences, and will ever be an 


advocate for the largeſt toleration that may be 
conſiſtent with political wiſdom, being indeed per- 
ſuaded, that the reſtraints of human laws muſt be 
uſed with the greateſt gentleneſs and moderation, 
to be rendered means of ſtrengthening the bands of 
Chriſtian peace and amity; yet I could wiſh to plant 
2 principle of ſevere reſtraint in the conſciences of 
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the importance of the 
miniſterial office were conſidered ; that the practice 
of antiquity were regarded; and that it might not 
ſeem a matter of perfect indifference to the laity, ta 
what houſe of worſhip they reſort. I cannot admit, 
thate very aſſembly of grave and virtuous men, in 
which grave and virtuous men take upon them ta 
officiate, is to be dignified with the appellation of 
a church; and for ſuch irregular aſſemblies, which 
are not churches, 1 could with to find a name of dil- 
tinction void of opprobium. As ſuch I uſed the word 
conyenticle , as expreſſing great irregularity (which 
I muſt expreſs, wo is me if I expreſs it not) but 
no infamy of the aſſemblies to which I applied it. 


If you are ſtill diſpoſed to be indignant about this 


harmleſs word; recolle& J beſeech you, with what 
reſpe& you have yourſelf treated the venerable 
body to which I belong, the Clergy of the eſtab- 
liſhment. Yoy divide it into two claſſes only ; the 
Tenorant, and the Inſincere. Have I no ſhare jn t his 
opprobium of my order? Have I no right to be 
indignant in my turn? n 
Still looking forward 'to the time, when after 
all that is paſt, we ſhall mutually forgive, and be 
ourſelves torgiven, I remain, : | 


Dear Sis, 
Your very humble Servant, 
e te S. HORSLEY, 
Fulham Palace, | 
Jane 15th 1784. 
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To DH. PRIESTLEY, 
Poſtſcript to LST TEA V. 
TY the authorities for the Epiſtles of 22 5 


according to the ſhorter copies, I muſt 


Fabricius. 
Poſtſcript to LRT TER VI. 


E USE BI Us, in his Ecclgſaſtical T beolopy, ſpeaks 
as if he thought the name Ebionites had been 
impoſed by the apoſtles themſelves, upon thoſe who -* 
diſow ned our Lord's diyinity ; which neceffarily . 
implies, that in his opinion the ſect and the name 
were of the apoſtolic age. Our Saviour's own firſt 

* heralds, ſays Euſebius, named thofe Ebionites 
2 who acknowledged not the 
« godhead of the Son.“ * Our Saviour's own firſt 
heralds muſt be the preachers, it ſhould ſeem, 
of his own appointment; namely, the Apoſtles 3 
and that they are the perſons intended is the more 
probable, for the diſtinction which ſeems to be 
made between theſe firſt heralds and Ecclefiaſtical Ry 
Fathers, 'who are afterwards mentioned. Strenu- | 
ouſly as you aſſert the antiquity of the Ebionites, 

you have no- where, that I remember, alleged this 
teſtimony. You were aware perhaps, that were it 

good for the antiquity of the ſect, it would be 
equally good for the reaſon and origin of the name. 

For my own part I am nor inclined to avail myſelf , 

of it, I conſider it as a haſty affertion of a writer 
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over zealous to overwhelm his adverſary by autho. 
rities. I mention it only to proteſt againſt any uſe, 
which you may hereafter be diſpoſed to make of it, 


n a dearth of proof of Ebion's antiquity. Should 


you urge me with any part of this teſtimony; I 


ſhall have a right to inſiſt, that you accept the 


whole. Should you produce it in proof, that a 
unitarian ſect exiſted in the apoſtolic age; you will 


be obliged to allow, that it is equally a proof that 


the unitarian doctrine was expreſly condemned by 
the Apoſtles. It will be no concern of mine to 
diſprove the antiquity of Ebion, however I may 
diſbelieve it, ſo long as the very ground of his 
claim ſeals his condemnation; ſo long as his pre- 
tenſions to an early exiſtence reſt on a preſump- 
tion, that he had the honour to be the object of 
Apoſtolical cenſure. V 
Upon the ſtory of St. John and the hæreſiarch, 
in the public baths at Epheſus, I paſſed judgement 


| haſtily, when I ſpake of it as a fooliſh ſtory carrying 


altogether the air of fiction. Iought to have recollected, 
thatſlrenæus * youches ſtrongly for ſo much of it as 
he relates. He even cites the teſtimony of Poly- 
Carp, in terms which may be underſtood to imply, 
that he was himſelf one of many, ſtill living when 
he wrote, who had heard the ſtory from the mouth 
of Polycarp. The teſtimony of Irenzus is hardly 
to be diſbelieved ; the teſtimony of Polycarp is irre- 
ſiſtible. But the ſtory, which Irenzus relates after 
Polycarp, he relates of St. John and Cerinthus. 
It makes nothing therefore for the antiquity of 
Ebion. As related of him, with the addition of 
many improbable circumſtances not mentioned by 


- Irenzus, it may be deemed a fiction. 


* Lib. ij. c. 3. 


| ; Poſtſcript 
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Poſtſcript to LETTER vn. 


A Learned correſpondent of mine, an eminent 

Divine of the church of Scotland, a Calviniſt, 
and by conſequence a ſerious and devout believer 
in the catholic doctrine of the Trinity, hath re- 


marked to me, that your aſſertion, that the Naza- 


renes were the firſt Hebrew Chriſtians, might have 
had ſome colour given to it, from the hiſtory of the 
accuſation of St. Paul before Felix, in the Acts of 
the Apoſtles, St. Paul was charged upon that oc- 
caſion, by Tertullus the orator, as he is called, as a 
ringleader of the ſect of the Nazarenes.” Whence 


it might have been argued, that this was the name, 


which Chriſtians in general at that time bore. This 


argument, I think, is far more ſpecious, than any 


you have produced for yourſelf; but it is only an 


inſtance, by which it may be ſeen how eaſy it is, 
to frame arguments, in that oblique kind in which 


youſo much delight, which may give a falſe colour- 
ing to things, and impoſe upon the ignorant or 
heedleſs. It is for this purpoſe, I believe, that it 
is produced by my learned and much honoured 
correſpondent ; not as a proof, 'which had it been 
ſet up by you, would have convinced, or even ſtag- 
gered, either him or me. It only proves, that in the 
infancy of Chriſtianity, Chriſtians, among the unbe- 
lieving Jews, who conſidered them as an heretical 
ſect in their own religion, went by the name of Na- 


zarenes; as followers of the Nazarene; for that was 
the appellation which, in contempt, they gave our 


Lord himſelf, from the obſcure village to which 
his family belonged, But while the Chriſtians were 
called Nazarenes by the unbelieving Jews, they 
were called among themſelves The Brethren, They 
of the Faith, and The Faith; till at length, __ 
De , ney 


—— 2 — 
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they became more numerous, and received a lar 
acceſſion of converts from the Gentiles, Chriſtians 
became the general name, and the Hebrew Chriſ- 
tians, who {till perhaps bore the name of Nazarenes 
among the Jews, were diſtinguiſhed among Chriſ: 
tians by the names of The Hebrews and They of the 
circumciſon. I ſtill therefore abide by my aſſertion, 
that the name of Nazarene was never heard of in 
the church, that is, among Chriſtians themſelves, 
as deſcriptive of a ſect (as a general name for the 
whole fraternity of believers, it was never heard of 
in the church at all) but as deſcriptive of a ſect, 

was never heard of before the final deſtruction of 
Jerufalem by Adrian; when it became the ſpecific 
name of the Judaizers, who at that time ſeparated 
from the church of Jeruſalem, and ſettled in the 
North of Galitec. The name was taken from the 
country in which they ſettled; but it ſeems to have 
been given in contempt, and not without alluſion: 
to the earlier application of it by the Jews to 
_ Chriſtians in general. The intent of it was, to 
ſignify that thete Judaizers, who were for impoſing 
the yoke of the Moſaic Law upon the brethren of 
the uncircumciſion, knew fo. little of the ſpirit of 
the 1, that they were only ta be conſidered as 
a «Jews and were undeſerving of any more 
5 het + Bs that by web Naas ons 

ving Jews, of the apoſtolic age, n accul- 
tomed to expreſs their contempt for the then new 
and little family of Chriſt : that they could not be 
more properly deſcribed than as heretical Jews, liv- 
ing in che pooreſt village of the pooreſt province. 
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Ms. Urzan, 


read with my learned and worthy maſter Thu- 
cydides, Sophocles, and the life of Moſes, in a 
magnificent edition of Philo, printed by the learned 
Mr. Bowyer; and wonder that Dr. Horſley ſhould 


aſſert, as he is repreſented to do by the learned 


and ingenious Mr. Maty in his New Review, that 


srog is ſpoken of perſons only; when it is applied 
to any thing of which the writer is ſpeaking; that 


happens to be of the maſculine gender. For in- 


ſtance, it is prædicated of bread ice in John vi. 
50 and 38, #roc"'i5+ 3 dflos, and of a ſtone, Luke 
xx. 17, ibe ſame; viz: ſtone, dre is become bead 
of the corner. Controverſialiſts are apt to overſhoot 


the marx. 
% 


 GRACULUDS, 


WAS formerly a pupil of. Dr. Harwood; and 


Gentleman's Magazine for October 178 35 p.842 
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No II. 


Gentleman's Magazine for November 1 783, p. 944. 


Mx. UR BAx, 


E pleaſed, Sir, to inform your correſpondent, 

Graculus, that Dr. Horſley has not aſſerted of 
the Greek pronoun zres, that it is ſpoken of per- 
ſons only. He renders it indeed, in the ſecond 
verſe of the firſt chapter of St. John's goſpel, by 
the words This Perſon,” and he ſays, in a pa- 
rentheſis, that * this is its natural force.“ And 
this, Sir, may be; although by the uſage of the 
Greek writers, it is applicable, as Greculus with 
great truth remarks, to any thing of which the 
writer-4s ſpeaking, that happens to be of the mal- 
culine gender. For few words, in any-language, 
are- confined to their natural and primary meaning. 
But, fince the application of the word is confeſſ- 
edly ſo general in the beſt writers, Cræculus will 
perhaps be apt to put the queſtion,” how ſhould 
Dr. Horſley know, that “ This Perſon” is more 
the natural ſenſe of £705 than This Loaf,” or this 
any thing? Perhaps Dr. Horſley has obſerved, that 
it is peculiar to the two pronouns sret and dec, to 
be uſed of any one of the three perſons. Which 
is one argument, that their proper ſenſe is perſonal. 
Perhaps Dr. Horſley has obſerved, that the pro- 


noun ©2705," when it is demonſtrative of any thing 


which has no perſon, and which the writer would 
not perſonify, is often put in the neuter gender, 


although the noun, which it repreſents, be maſcu- 


'hne reid dt Tala Auel after you have 
abrogated theſe LAS -v. Demoith. Olymp. ii. 


rie ici To own pe, this [i. e. this bread, aplc: } 


is my body. Matt. xxvi. 6. This is another argu- 
ment 
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ment that dre is naturally demonſtrative of a per- N H. 


ſon. For there are but three caulcs, to which the 


various anomalies of ſpeech may be referred. Ig- 
norance, negligence, deſign. Thoſe, which are fre- 
vent in the beſt writers, can be aſcribed, to neither 
of the two firſt cauſes. They muſt haye ariſen 
therefore from the third. But the third, deſign, 
implies an end. And what ſhould be the end of 
this anomaly of gender, in the word r, but that 
it was the means of avoiding an appearance of a 
prt ſopopæia, where no proſopepeia was intended. 
Perhaps Greculus, though perfectly right in his 
remark, that sr may be demonſtrative gf any 
thing of which the Greek name is maſculine, has 
been unfortunate in his ſelection of paſſages in proof 
of it. Perhaps of the three, which he has pro- 
duced, two are nothing to his purpoſe. Perhaps 
2705. i5w 6. aples, &c. in both the texts in St. John, 
ſhould be rendered This perſon 1s the bread, &c.“ 
i. e. I am the bread, &c. It may be ſuppoſed that 
our Lord pointed to himſelf, when he ſaid this. 
As the Baptiſt points to himſelf, when he fays, 
'Ovlog yao Ew 0 pnIJac, &c. For this perſon 1s 
the perſon ſpoken of, &c.” i. e. For I am the 
perſon ſpoken of, &c. Matt. iii. 3. . For that theſe 
are the Baptiſt's, not the hiſtorian's words, is evi- 
dent from the form, in which the following ſen- 
tence is begun. Able de 6 nfανss . Now this 
ſame John, &c.“ a form which marks the writer's 
reſumption of his narrative, interrupted by the 

inſertion of John's words. 1 3 
Perhaps Dr. Horſley had not erred, had he at- 
firmed that, in John i. 2. dre muſt neceſſarily be 
rendered by © This Perſon.” The utmoſt liberty 
of choice, which the context leaves, is between 
two expoſitions only, © This Perſon” or © This 
Word.” If the latter be adopted, the ſecond verſe 
will be only a uſeleſs repetition of what had been 
Z 2 before 


{i 


' _ 
„* 
- " * 
* 
1 7 , 
4 
— 
= 
- 
» 


$80 


APPEN DI Xx. 


Ne II. before affirmed. Whereas in Dr. Horſley's view 


of it, it contains an explicit aſſertion of the per. 


ſonality of the Logos, which with great propriety 
and ſignificance precedes the mention * his agency 
in the next verſe. 

Perhaps to have redde ſome two or three diffi- 
cult authors with a maſter, may have made Gre- 
culus almoſt a match for the brighteſt boys in the 

upper forms of our public ſchools. Perhaps ſome- 
thing more ſhould be done in the ſtudy of the 
Greek language, before a man begin to play the 
critic in ĩt. H ya Twy Noywv rev ern (Fs Wes 
TeAeIouey & irrriunha. 
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1 am, Sir, 
your moſt obedi ient, 
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APPENDIX 


Short Striftures on Dr. Prieſtleys Letters tg 
Dr. Horſley. | 2 


Dr. Horde is wholly uninformed jo r 


debte 
which were ſent to him in a letter without date or 
ſignature, and in a hang quite unknown to him, 
early in the ſpring. To expreſs his ſenſe of the 
civility, and for the ſervice of the common cauſe, 


for the communication of theſe remarks 


Dr. Horſley thinks it his duty to give them to the 


public. He perſwades himſelf that bis anonymous 


correſpondent will not be offended that this is done | 


without his leave, which would have been previ- 


oufly aſked, had not bis concealment of bimſelf ren 


dered an application to him impracticable. 


LETTERS 10 Dr. Horſley, p. L. Jeſu Chriſt 
O 


is come in the fleſh. Dr. P. ſhould produce 


N III. 


an inſtance, where the whole phraſe of coming in 


the fleſh is applied to the birth or appearances of 


any mere man. The inſtances alledged by him 


prove nothing to his purpoſe. | 
P. 13. The epiſtles of Ignatius. Dr. P. is 


certainly in the right to-reprobate theſe epiſtles if 


he can. They ſubvert all his theology and hiſ- 
tory *, But who are theſe learned in general that 
have given them up as ſpurious? There are the 
names of great critics on the other {ide : of whoſe 
arguments Archbiſhop Wake has given a judicious 
ſummary. in his preliminary diſcourſe ; and till they 
are refuted, Dr. Horſley has an undoubted right to 
appeal to theſe epiſtles, as containing the ſentiments 
of an apoſtolical father. 1 | 


* The chief of them are mentioned by Cave under Ignatius. 
; | | P. 14. 
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APPENDIX 
P. 14. If Dr. P. could prove, that the Nazarenes 


held the ſame doctrines with the Ebionites, what 


would it avail his cauſe? Could he prove by this 
medium, that the Nazarenes continued in the doc- 
trine of the Apoſtles, and that the reputed catholic 
church fell off from it? Did the Ebionites learn 
from the Apoſtles, that John the Baptiſt came 
preaching in the days of Herod the king of Judea; 
that Chriſt deſcended into Jeſus in the form of a 
dove at his baptiſm ; cum multis aliis ? See Epi- 
/// 
24. Here and throughout, Dr. P. ſuppoſes the 
unitarian doctrine to have had a general prevalence 
among the gentile Chriſtians, and univerſal among 
the Jewiſh. Does this well agree, with reſpect to 


the gentiles, with his quotation from Origen at the 


Pag. 39. Dr. P. who ſeems to be very mo- 


bottom of page 20? 


The much controverted paſſage of Juſtin Martyr 


in his Dialogue with Trypho“, and the meaning 


of Heri eyivoug, are well illuſtrated by Mr. Bing 


ham, in his Vindication of the doctrine and liturgy 


of the Church of England, printed at Oxford 1774, 
page 23. There were, according to Juſtin, sour 


countrymen of his, Jews and Samaritans, who 


<« confeſs him to be the Chriſt, yer affirm him to be 
a meer man.” The ſame Jultin ſays in another 
place, Firſt Apol. p. 78, Ed. Thirlby, that he had 
obſerved more and truer Chr ftians from among 
the gentiles, than from among the Jews and Sama- 
ritans. This paſſage [which helps to confirm Mr. 
Bingham's tranſlation of *Her:pov yvovc] compared 
with the other, contains the teſtimony of Juſtin, 
that there were only sou of the Jews and Sama- 


ritans, and ſtill fewer of the gentiles, profeſſing to 


bebeve in Chriſt, who affirmed him to be a meer man. 


* See Priefiley, page 127. 
; | derately 
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derately ſkilled in Greek, may give a faulty tranſ- Ne III. 


lation ſometimes through inadvertency. But what 
ſhall we ſay for his rendering a tvxeyor, A ſpeci- 
ous pretence? Can he really think, that Athanaſius 
meant to ſpeak i in this ſtile of the conduct of the 
apoſtles? Aria tuxcyo; occurs in Chryſoſtom on 
Matth. xxiv. 42. (tom. ii. p. 448. Ed. Savil) where 
the? & Ila ſi 
the ſame ſenſe, as here, of wiſe and reaſonable. 
In the ſame paſſage ieh is miſtranſſared: 
As the preſent infinitives have ſometimes a future 
ſenſe in the beſt claſſic authors, it here means a Meſ- 
ſiah To cou; as the next ſentence evinces, where 
Chriſt already come is ſaid, ianaufliva. 
49. Another inaccurate verſion of Amun 
50. Another of the like kind from Ch 
Dr. P. makes him ſay, Our Saviour never taught 
his own divinity in expreſs words. Chryſoſtom, 
| apprehend, ſays, that he did not, every where, 


or, on all occaſions,” du raiſaxvu, ſpeak plainly of 


his own divinity. In the Judgment of Chryſoftorr 


5 ſometimes did ſo. See on Joan vi. 35, 36. | 


1. 58. x. 30. 1 

es” Laſt N Caiaphis adjures our Sa- 
viour by the living God to tell them, Vbetber 
thou be the Chriſt, the Son of God? Our Lord 
avows theſe characters, and adds, Nevertheleſs [ra- 


ther, moreover] I ay unto you, Hereafter ye ſhall 


ſee the Son of Man fitting on the” right hand of 
power. How can Dr. Prieſtley be fure, in what 
ſenſe Caiaphas underſtood our Lord's anſwer, when 


he rent his cloths, and accuſed him of blaſphemy ? 
Was the notion of a Son of God ſuperior to all 
created beings,” then unknown among the Jews? 
See; beſides Bp. Bull's Defenſ. Fidei Nicænæ, 
cap. 1. ſect. 1. § 16. p. 13. a remarkable paſſage 
quoted from Philo Jud. by Dr Randoph, Vindics- 
tion ne doctrine of the Trinity, part I. p. 2 

IETI R 


gnifies ſomewhat differently, ume bears 


ryſoſtom; 
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Dr. P. makes the fathers acknowledge, that the 
apoſtles did not preach the divinuy of Chriſt ear), 
and confidently ſuppoſes them never to have 
According to the more general opinion, St. Mat- 
thew wrote his — and for the Jews. In 
the. opening of this goſpel. he applies the name 
Emanuel to our Lord, and — — own interpre- 
tation of it, Gad with us: by which, plain people 
conceive. him to mean what St. Paul expreſſes, 
God manifeſt in the fleſh; and the apoſtolical Igna- 
tius, God' appearing in the form of a man. Ad. Eph. 
xix. If we are led into an error, it is by taking 


St. Matthew's words in their literal and obvious 


© % 


1. 


ſenſe; and was he leſs ſolicitous about the truth 
than even Dr. P. himſelf? If Dr. P. had been to 


write a goſpel, according to his on theology, 


would he have ſet out with ſuch an application and 
interpretation of the name Emmanuel? Quod iu 
non feceris, Ego feci ? might St. Paul aſk; who 
writes with the greateſt ſimplicity, and neyer uſes 
any amplification of any ſubject treated by him: 
and, as we may juſtly conclude, would not here 
have ſpoken of Chriſt as he has done, but becauſe 


ne had very different notions of his dignity from 


thoſe of Dr. P.: to declare which notions he was 
not afraid of Jewiſh; prejudices and clamour. 

In the ſame — our Lord is introduced de · 
claring, No one knoweth the Son but the Fa- 
ther; neither knoweth any one the Father, ſave 


the Son, and he to whomſoever the Son will reveal 
him.“ Here the negative dude being univerſal, 
we ſcem to be told, that the Father and Son are 
incomprehenſible to all created intelligences, and 
that all that they can really know of ann 


mu 
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muſt, be in and thro? the Son, by his illuminating 
ſpirit. Does ſuch a declaration conſiſt with Dr, P.'s 
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plan, with what our Lord ſays of himſelf in the 


next verſe but one, I am meek and lowly in heart? 
Utique parum modeſie (fit verbo venia) de ſeipſo locu- 
tus eſt Chriſtus, aut alios loquentes audivit, fi nibil 


interea peter merum hominem ſe eſſe noverit. Burnet . 


de Fide et Officiis, p. 20% . 
The fame Saviour, in the concluding paragraph 
of this goſpel, commands his apoſtles to evangelize 


all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Fa- 


ther, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt. Dr. 


P. conſiders the Holy Spirit as an attribute of the 


Father, not a perſon. But does our Lord, if he 


had only an exalted humanity, thruſt himſelf in 


between the moſt high, and one of his incommu- 
nicable attributes? or does he join two perſons with 


an attribute, in a moſt ſolemn form of words, 


which leads us almoſt inevitably to believe, that 
the third is a perſon alſo? Would ſuch a conduct 
appear ſuitable to his care and tenderneſs. to guide 
his flock into the whole truth? The ſuppoſition 
ſeems impoſſible ; and nothing to be more certain 
than that the very firſt evangeliſt, in full harmony 


with all the ſucceeding ſacred writers, exhibits to us x 


the divinity of Chriſt, in the beginning, middle, 
and end of his goſpel. Sa * 

It is objected to this form of baptiſm, that the 
uſe of it does not appear any where in the Acts 
of the apoſtles. This objection is, I think, well 
anſwered by Mr. Bingham, Vindicat. p. 379-41. 
particularly from Acts xi. | 

P. 63. Towards the end of the firſt paragraph, 


Dr, P. ſeems. to betray ſome ſuſpicions, that St. 


Paul did in truth teach the divinity of Chriſt. 


4 This is quoted by Dr. Randolph, Vind. Part TI. p. 42. 
where a funilar paſſage is cited from St. Chryſoſtom, = | 


n it P. 69. 


, ne 
P. 69, laſt paragraph. The reaſoning appears 


rather extraordinary on the paſſage of 'Athanaſius, 


who ſeems made by Dr. P. to conſider things in 
the fame light, between which he is ſtudjous to 
point out an eternal difference. n 
LETTER VII. 


P. 92. If the dodtrine of the Trinity be true 
it is no doubt in the higheſt degree important an 


Intereſting.” So Dr. P. can ſay, when it ſerves 


his purpoſe. But how does this agree with his 
previous obſervations, Ne IV. p. 85, &c. ? 
P. 133. It is ſomewhat hard to diſcover how 


the remark on Euſebius, and his treatment of the 
nnitarians, at that time very numerous, agrees with 


the obſervation in the preceding paragraph. 
P. 133. Was the hymn, which as Pliny tells 


us in his noted epiſtle, was ſung to Chriſt quaſi 


Deo, novel in the time of Paul of Samoſata? 
P. 136. Dr. P. ſhould, I think, have prefixed 

that which ſeems to be his ruling maxim, that 

the human mind is competent to ſearch all things, 


even the deep things of God. 


Whether he, or Mr. Burgh, in the firſt chapter 
of his Scriptural Confutation, lays down the pro- 
vince of reaſon in the better Way, let others deter: 


mine. 


Ne IV. 
Provided always, That neither this act, nor any 


clauſe, article, or thing herein contained, ſhall ex- 


tend - to give any eaſe, benefit, or advantage 
to any perſon that ſhall deny in his preaching 
or writing the doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, as it 
is declared in the aforeſaid articles of religion. 2 
| 8 {1 No G 
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1 W. & M. C. 18. 


provided always, That no congregation or af Ne v. 


end for religion, ſhall be permitted or allowed 
by this act, until the place of ſuch meeting ſhall 
be certified to the biſhop of the dioceſe, or to the 
 archdeacon of the archdeaconry, or to the Juſtices 
of the peace at the general or quarter ſeſſions of 


the peace for the county, city, or place in which 


Pen x meeting ſhall be held, and regiſtered in the 


faid biſhop's or archdeacon's court reſpectively, or | 


recorded at the * general or quarter ſeſſions. 


Ne VI. 
19 G. III. c. 44. 


— be it enacted, That every perſon 
diſſenting from the church in holy orders, or pre- 
tended holy orders, or pretending to holy orders, 
being a preacher or teacher of any congregation of 
diſſenting Proteſtants who——ſhall take the oaths, 
and make and ſubſcribe the declaration . againſt po- 
pery, required by the ſaid act (1 W. & M. c. 18.) 
and ſhall alſo make and ſubſcribe a Geolaration in 

in the words following, videlicet, 


rr 


4 . B. do ſolemnly declare in the preſence 
6 of Almighty God, that I am a Chriſtian and 


* a Proteſtant, and as ſuch, that I believe that the 


* ſcriptures of the Old and New Teſtament, as 
* commonly received among Proteſtant churches, 
* do contain the revealed will of God; and that 
« ] do receive the ſame as the rule of wy doctrine 
and practice. 


Ns VI. 
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. all be —— entitled to all the exemptions, 
 - - _ . fits, privileges, and advantages granted” to 
 -  - teltant diſſenting miniſters by 1 W. & M ein 
= "and by wo A.c. —— andevery fuch perſon, qual 
© -* | lifying himſalf as afoxeſaid, ſhall be exethpted From! 
ſſerving in the militia of this kingdom, and 
Alo be exempted from any impriſonment. or oth 
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